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COMPASSION IN ATHLETES
Abstract

Compassion is a prosocial behaviour characterized by kindness and a non-judgmental attitude to
reduce one’s suffering. Typically, it is thought of as a behaviour we express outwardly to others,
but compassion can also be directed internally toward ourselves. This is known as selfcompassion. The benefits of having compassion for other people have been largely studied in
employment settings and everyday life behaviours. Moreover, research has shown selfcompassion is also related to many positive outcomes. Compared to compassion for others, selfcompassion has been studied in sport, however it is still in its infancy. Although research has
demonstrated the importance of both types of compassion, these concepts are beneficial to
further understand in sport settings as they may have important implications for athletes.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore how compassion for teammates and selfcompassion were related to team cohesion in athletes. In addition, sex differences were explored.
46 male and 54 female varsity athletes (Mage = 20.58) represented four sports (i.e., hockey,
basketball, swimming, and cross country) and completed questionnaires at two time points
approximately three weeks apart. Multiple regressions were used to determine whether
compassion for teammates and self-compassion could predict team cohesion and vice versa.
Compassion for teammates predicted elements of cohesion, although this was only found for
male athletes. Self-compassion was not related to team cohesion. These results highlight that
displaying compassion for others can influence team cohesion. Further research should seek to
replicate these findings to better understand the concept of compassion in an athletic context.
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Introduction

On February 9, 2017, Jiri Hudler, a professional National Hockey League (NHL) player on
the Dallas Stars, scored an accidental own goal on his team’s net. This put the opposing team, the
Ottawa Senators, up two goals (Szwed, 2017). Not only was this disheartening for the Dallas
Stars and Hudler himself, but the own goal made a difference in the outcome of the game, with
the end result being 3-2 for the Senators. The above portrays an example of the inevitable
difficult experiences many athletes face within sport. Surely, Hudler is not the first player to
have made a costly mistake in competition. Still, these common mistakes can take a toll and
impact both the player who has committed the mistake and the team as a whole. How athletes
individually deal with these experiences can be influenced by teammate reactions and vice versa.
In Hudler’s case, whether it is showing compassion toward himself, or that which he receives
from teammates, compassion may play an important role in subsequent interactions following
these challenging experiences. Displays of compassion in sport contexts may help athletes cope
better in these situations, as well as unite a team together.
The focus of this thesis revolves around how the group context, specifically group
cohesion, is related to compassion within sport. It begins with portraying how compassion has
been previously conceptualized and the definition used for the current study. Subsequent sections
outline the outcomes and factors influencing one’s propensity to being both compassionate to
others and self-compassionate. This is then followed by relevant compassion research in sport
psychology. Gaps in the literature and the potential importance of team cohesion as related to
compassion in sport are addressed. The current study’s structure is then described in terms of the
purpose, hypotheses, methods, and data analysis procedure. Finally, results and discussion are
highlighted to provide further insight.
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Definition and Conceptualization of Compassion
Compassion has been portrayed in a variety of ways throughout the literature. In a more
general sense, compassion has been described as having concern for others’ well-being (Cosley,
Mccoy, Saslow, & Epel, 2010). It has also been explained in terms of the following components:
recognition of an individual suffering, openness and acceptance to the suffering individual with
an emphasis on the universality of human nature, feeling the suffering with the individual, and
being motivated to alleviate the suffering (Frost et al., 2006; Kanov et al., 2004; Strauss et al.,
2016). More specifically, Goetz, Keltner, and Simon-Thomas (2010) defined compassion as an
affective state resulting from the feeling that arises when we witness others in distress and are
motivated to help them. In this sense, compassion may vary from situation to situation. For
example, one may feel compassion for a close friend who has gone through a bad break-up in a
relationship, while having no such feelings for a stranger.
Alternatively, compassion has also been explained in terms of being a trait that is
relatively stable across time. Sprecher and Fehr (2005) described compassion as an attitude of
caring, concern, and tenderness with an inclination to help others, specifically when they are in
need or are suffering. From this perspective, a compassionate person views the close friend and
stranger similarly, in the above example. That is, a compassionate attitude does not discriminate
across situations. Although there is no universal definition of compassion used within research to
date, there is an underlying consensus among the various definitions. It is clear that compassion
is characterized by being moved and wanting to alleviate others of their suffering (Frost et al.,
2006; Goetz et al., 2010; Kanov et al., 2004; Sprecher & Fehr, 2005; Strauss et al., 2016). The
current study considered compassion as defined by Neff (2003a):
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Compassion involves being open to and moved by the suffering of others, so that one
desires to ease their suffering. It also involves offering others patience, kindness, and
non-judgmental understanding, recognizing that all humans are imperfect and make
mistakes. (p. 224)
Compassion is traditionally thought of as being shown toward others, also known as
other-focused compassion. However, Neff (2003b) outlined that compassion can also be turned
inward toward oneself. This is known as self-compassion. Whereas compassion for others
requires awareness that other people are suffering in order to help them, with self-compassion we
attend to our own suffering and feel moved to help ourselves.
Self-compassion is comprised of three main tenets: self-kindness, common humanity, and
mindfulness with their three counterparts being self-judgment, isolation, and over-identification,
respectively (Neff, 2003b). Self-kindness entails being warm and kind rather than self-critical and
judgemental of one’s own mistakes. Common humanity is rooted in the idea that all individuals
share a common experience and stresses the universality of human nature. A sense of common
humanity recognizes that all people make mistakes. Thus, an individual who lacks selfcompassion feels isolated and alone in his or her personal distress. The last component of selfcompassion is mindfulness. A mindful individual is able to keep his or her emotions and feelings
in a balanced state of awareness. Furthermore, to be mindful means a person does not get overly
consumed by his or her thoughts, nor avoids or tries to escape these feelings. In contrast, overidentification is the idea of getting overwhelmed and consumed by one’s thoughts and feelings.
When this happens, individuals are less likely be kind to themselves nor recognize that mistakes
are a part of the common human experience. Over-identifying with our emotions means we get
consumed in times of personal distress and suffering, and therefore feel inadequate due to our
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mistakes. Thus, mindfulness allows us to face our feelings with a balanced and accepting
mindset. It is important to note that these three components influence and affect one another,
rather than occur in a sequential process, resulting in this overarching concept of self-compassion
(Neff, 2003a).
Keeping in mind that compassion can emerge in one of two ways (i.e., other-focused and
self-compassion), it is equally important to identify what is not compassion. Sympathy is
sometimes confused with compassion. However, sympathy involves a general concern and
sorrow that does not necessarily involve feeling motivated to help others (Eisenberg,
VanSchyndel, & Hofer, 2015). In addition, the discrepancies between empathy and compassion
have been emerging, though the terms have been used interchangeably in the past. The terms
“empathy” and “compassion” are often confused as being synonymous, however they are each
distinct concepts. Empathy is described as the capacity to feel what others are feeling (Jordan,
Amir, & Bloom, 2016; Singer & Klimecki, 2014). This can include sharing joy, suffering, or
whatever the observed individual may be feeling (Singer & Klimecki, 2014). Empathy is a
broader concept that may include compassion or empathic distress. According to Singer and
Klimecki (2014), when we share others’ feelings, we can either feel motivated to help (i.e.,
compassion), or we may withdraw from the situation due to negative feelings arising from
witnessing those who suffer (i.e., empathic distress). Compassion is feeling for and caring about
others, as opposed to just feeling with them as in empathy.
Previous studies have demonstrated the differences that exist between compassion and
empathy. These two variables have been found to have a moderate correlation, but their
distinctiveness is evident in that compassion is a stronger predictor of prosocial behaviour than
empathy (Jordan et al., 2016; Sprecher & Fehr, 2005). There is also support that compassion and

COMPASSION IN ATHLETES

5

empathy activate different regions of the brain as observed in a study that tested empathy versus
compassion training, which further differentiates the two concepts (Klimecki, Leiberg, Ricard, &
Singer, 2014; Singer & Klimecki, 2014). Whereas empathy training has been shown to increase
participants’ ability to resonate with people suffering, and thus increasing negative affect felt,
compassion training was associated with more positive affect when witnessing the same
distressed people (Klimecki et al., 2014). Thus, past research has suggested that empathy and
compassion vary from each other, where empathy appears to precede compassion. To feel
compassionate might mean to first share what others are feeling so that one may then feel
motivated to alleviate the noticed suffering.
Relating Self-Compassion and Compassion for Others
Past studies have directly studied or suggested that self-compassion may be related to
compassion for others. Neff and Pommier (2013) examined samples of undergraduate students,
long-term meditators, and community adults. In their study, self-compassion was related to
compassion for others; however, this was only evident for the adults and meditators who were
older, suggesting that age may be an influential factor that affects the ability to be concurrently
self-compassionate and compassionate to others. High self-compassion may also allow us to
receive compassion more readily, as well as make us more inclined to act compassionately to
others through a sense of shared common humanity (Gustin & Wagner, 2013; Kelly &
Dupasquier, 2016). If individuals are aware that we all share a common human experience, there
may be less judgement and more acceptance regarding people’s experiences.
Although Beaumont, Durkin, Hollins-Martin, and Carson (2016) found no relationship
between self-compassion and compassion for others, they did find that high self-judgment was
negatively associated with self-compassion and compassion to others. This suggests that the less
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judgmental we are of ourselves, the more likely we are to approach others and ourselves with
more compassion. In line with Beaumont and colleagues (2016), other researchers found no
relation between self-compassion and compassion for others (Gerber, Tolmacz, & Doron, 2015;
Salazar, 2015).
Though self-compassion and compassion for others have common elements, it is
important to highlight the research that has been conducted for each of these separately. In the
following sections, previous research is presented outlining the outcomes and propensity to
engage in other-focused compassion and self-compassion. The first section focuses on the
general literature and the second section more specifically outlines sport-related research.
Outcomes of Compassion for Others
Well-being of individuals. Numerous studies have outlined the benefits other-focused
compassion can have for individuals, specifically their well-being. In a study by Mongrain, Chin,
and Shapira (2011), participants were assigned to a compassion or control condition. The
compassion condition entailed participants acting compassionately toward someone once a day
for 5-15 minutes over a span of 7 days. Those who practiced compassion regularly reported
higher self-esteem and overall happiness. Furthermore, loving kindness meditation (LKM) is a
technique that is used to increase compassion in individuals. It is a structured method of
meditation practices that involve increasing feelings of warmth, caring, and positive emotions
initially for oneself then outward to loved ones, acquaintances, strangers, those in distress, and
eventually everyone in general (Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Kirby, 2017).
Engaging in LKM has been linked to an increase in positive emotions such as love, hope,
gratitude, joy, and contentment (Fredrickson et al., 2008). Subsequently, such positive emotions
were associated with self-acceptance, social support for others, and good physical health.
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Overall, in Fredrickson and colleagues’ (2008) study, regular practice of LKM was associated
with higher life satisfaction and lower symptoms of depression. Interestingly, those high in
compassion have also experienced reduced physiological stress during a socially stressful task
when receiving emotional social support from others (Cosley et al., 2010). Those who were low
in compassion did not experience a stress reduction when receiving social support. This is
suggestive that receiving help from others may be either easier or more effective for
compassionate individuals.
Interpersonal functioning. Compassion toward others is also beneficial for social
functioning between people. Sprecher and Fehr (2005) found compassion to be associated with
prosocial behaviour for both close loved ones and strangers, while Jordan and colleagues (2016)
demonstrated that higher compassion can predict how much money we donate to those we
perceive in impoverished situations. Schwartz, Meisenhelder, and Reed (2003) suggested such
altruistic behaviour is linked to greater mental well-being for both those who provide and receive
help. Taken even further, compassion may be crucial in social relationships, as it has been related
to social support for others (Fehr & Sprecher, 2009; Salazar, 2015; Sprecher & Fehr, 2005), as
well as increased feelings of closeness, trust, and connectedness in interpersonal relations
(Crocker & Canevello, 2008; Salazar, 2015). This research supports that compassion is
beneficial for all individuals involved in compassionate acts (i.e., senders and receivers).
Propensity to Being Compassionate Toward Others
Individual factors. Although compassion has its benefits, there are individual factors
that may influence the propensity to be compassionate. In their overview of compassion, Goetz
and colleagues (2010) pointed out that those who receive compassion are more likely to care for
and support others. Thus, it would seem people might be more inclined to act compassionately as
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a result of experiencing this behaviour. The idea of ‘oneness’ may also help to explain
compassion. Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce and Neuberg (1997) explained that oneness is feeling
more at one with another person or, in other words, perceiving more of the self in others. This
can include perspective taking where one envisions what it is like to be in another’s shoes.
Oneness can also simply be a product of our close relationships with others (e.g., friends and
family). In Cialdini and colleagues’ (1997) research, compassion predicted willingness to help
others; however, this was mediated through relationship closeness. In other words, compassion
could predict willingness to help others, but through perceived relationship closeness, or
‘oneness’. This is consistent with other research that notes compassion to be more prevalent with
close friends (Meyer et al., 2013) and those people who share group membership with us (e.g.,
sport fans cheering for the same team; Hein, Silani, Preuschoff, Batson, & Singer, 2010).
Although Cialdini and colleagues (1997) posited that compassion is related to how
similar we perceive ourselves in others, additional research has suggested otherwise. It has been
argued that compassion is not rooted in perceived similarities with others, but rather nurturance
(Batson, Lishner, Cook, & Sawyer, 2005). Nurturance is explained as an innate drive to protect
and care for others regardless of perceived similarity. Particularly, nurturant tendencies are
stronger for those who appear vulnerable or in need. Batson and colleagues (2005) found that
higher compassion was related to high nurturance rather than a perceived similarity in those who
were distressed.
Sex differences. Research has also suggested there are sex differences when it comes to
compassion. There is strong support that women tend to exhibit higher levels of compassion for
others or other-focused concern as opposed to men (Neff & Pommier, 2013; Salazar, 2015;
Sprecher & Fehr, 2005; Strauss et al., 2016).
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Contextual factors. Aside from individual factors, there are also contextual factors that
may affect other-focused compassion. Ruttan, McDonnell, and Nordgren (2015) shed light on
compassion being more than just perceiving similarities in others. They argued that compassion
for others is actually influenced by our past experiences with similar situations. Although one
would naturally think that going through a difficult situation is a prerequisite for being
compassionate to others going through that situation, Ruttan and colleagues (2015) showed that
this is not exactly the case. If we actually perceive someone failing to cope or deal with a
situation that we have already gone through, we are less likely to show compassion for that
individual. However, if we perceive those to be effectively managing these situations, we have
more positive evaluations. Ruttan and colleagues (2015) explained that once an individual has
experienced a difficult situation, he or she underestimates how hard it actually was. Therefore,
when evaluating others, we lack compassion if we perceive they are dealing poorly with a
situation that is ‘not difficult’ (i.e., because we have gone through it), whereas we view them
positively if they are managing to work through it. Alternatively, Haidt (2013) suggested that
simply witnessing compassionate behaviour might evoke us to be compassionate toward others.
This concept is known as ‘elevation’, in which witnessing others being caring makes us more
willing to engage in similar behaviour.
Outcomes of Self-Compassion
Well-being of individuals. Compassion toward oneself, or self-compassion, can also be
beneficial for individuals. Self-compassionate individuals have reported feeling more positive
affect, greater life satisfaction, well-being, happiness, and optimism (Gerber et al., 2015;
Mulazim & Eldeleklioglu, 2016; Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007; Wei, Liao, Ku, & Shaffer,
2011; Yang, Zhang, & Kou, 2016). Furthermore, self-compassion may be key for general well-
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being as it is associated with less anxiety and lower depressive symptoms in individuals (Johnson
& O’Brien, 2013; Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007). This makes sense since it has been shown
that self-compassionate people are able to react more positively to shameful, humiliating, or
embarrassing events.
Some researchers have also suggested that inducing a self-compassionate mindset is
associated with less negative affect, negative emotions, and shame upon recalling negative
events or failure (Arimitsu & Hofmann, 2017; Leary, Tate, Adams, Batts-Allen, & Hancock,
2007; Johnson & O’Brien, 2013). When recalling past negative events, self-compassionate
individuals feel less self-conscious emotions (e.g., shame, embarrassment) if other people caused
this event and are kinder to themselves if the negative event was their own doing (Leary et al.,
2007). Those with high self-compassion even feel more positive emotions than less selfcompassionate individuals when watching a video of oneself doing an embarrassing task (Leary
et al., 2007). More recently, research has suggested self-compassion to be important for the selfregulation of health behaviours. In their review, Biber and Ellis (2017) outlined various studies
in which self-compassion interventions decreased eating disorder symptomatology and cigarettes
smoked per day, while increasing self-reported physical activity, all of which are important for
overall health.
Self-improvement and self-motivation. In lay terms, self-compassion is being easier on
oneself. This idea of taking it easy on oneself during difficult times has raised skepticism that
self-compassion can lead to complacency or self-indulgence. However, there has been research
that examined self-compassion and its relation to self-improvement. Zhang and Chen (2016)
examined the regret experiences of individuals. They found that those who embodied the
characteristics of self-compassion were more prone to personal improvement. These individuals
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did not want to repeat past regrets, which was reflected in statements such as ‘I am committed to
not repeating this regret again’ and ‘I have grown as a person as a result of this regret’. This is
consistent with other research that found self-compassion was related to making amends and not
wanting to repeat a moral transgression that an individual had committed (Breines & Chen,
2012).
Breines and Chen (2012) discovered several other relationships linking self-compassion
to self-improvement motivation. For example, those who exhibited high self-compassion viewed
personal weaknesses as malleable and changeable, and took longer to study for a difficult test
where increased study time was associated with better performance. Also, Breines and Chen
found high self-compassion was associated with engaging in upward rather than lateral or
downward social comparison. Engaging in upward social comparison entailed seeking help from
someone who had overcome a similar personal weakness, as opposed to comparing oneself to
someone who was similar (lateral social comparison) or worse (downward social comparison)
regarding a personal weakness. Thus, self-compassion appears to motivate us to improve by
seeking the help we need rather than trying to look superior to others.
Additional research supports why self-compassionate people may be more motivated to
strive for personal growth. For one, high self-compassion has been related to less self-criticism,
thought suppression (i.e., not facing our mistakes), and rumination (i.e., dwelling about negative
things; Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007). It would seem self-compassion allows us to
objectively look at our mistakes, so that we may make the necessary changes to improve. Selfcompassion has also been related to feeling competent and autonomous (Gerber et al., 2015),
thus helping explain why self-compassionate individuals grow from difficult experiences and
take personal initiative to change (Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007). Also, self-compassion is
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associated with mastery versus performance goals (Neff, Hsieh, & Dejitterat, 2005). Selfcompassionate individuals are more concerned with their personal performance and effort rather
than the outcome goal. For example, in Neff and colleagues’ (2005) study, perceived failures in
undergraduate student academic performance were assessed. Students who reported high selfcompassion felt less anxiety about their perceived underachievement. Further, as their fear of
failure lessened and their perceived competence increased, the anxiety was even less. That is,
high self-compassion was related to less anxiety and was mediated by fear of failure and
perceived competence. In this same study, self-compassion was also positively related to
intrinsic motivation, consistent with much of the research mentioned above.
Interpersonal functioning. Although self-compassion reaps benefits for individuals
themselves, it is also associated with positive functioning within interpersonal relationships. In a
general sense, self-compassion is associated with an increased sense of social connectedness
(Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007). Seeing as self-compassionate individuals have higher
emotional intelligence, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and are less bashful, shy,
and neurotic, it only makes sense that they feel more connected with others (Dzwonkowska &
Żak-Łykus, 2015; Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007). Self-compassionate individuals’ self-worth
is relatively stable since it is not contingent on social approval and trying to inflate one’s ego
(Neff, 2003a; Neff & Vonk, 2009). This may explain why they are less sensitive to rejection and
are not afraid of social situations (Gerber et al., 2015), which can be particularly useful for
optimal social functioning and cooperation in interpersonal relationships. In one of Leary and
colleagues’ studies (2007), participants were asked to talk about themselves in a video recording
that an observer would watch. Participants were then randomly assigned to either a positive
feedback or neutral feedback condition (i.e., bogus feedback conditions). People who displayed
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higher levels of self-compassion believed feedback was an accurate portrayal of themselves,
whereas lower self-compassionate people thought neutral feedback was inaccurate and a
reflection of the observer, while positive feedback was a function of their own personality. In
other words, self-compassionate people were more accepting of criticism from others.
In another study by Leary and colleagues (2007), participants were asked to observe a
video of themselves doing an embarrassing task, while other participants were able to watch the
video after. Participants watched their own and others’ videos and rated the appearance of the
person in the video and emotions felt while watching these. High self-compassion was related to
consistent ratings with other observers, suggesting that self-compassion allows us to see
ourselves more realistically. Those who were low in self-compassion had varying ratings
compared with observers; low self-compassionate individuals rated themselves less positively
and felt worse when watching the videos. Taken together, Leary and colleagues’ (2007) research
gives strong support that self-compassion allows us to readily accept feedback and see ourselves
in a realistic manner.
In a relationship context, self-compassion has its benefits as well. In heterosexual
romantic relationships, high self-compassion had a positive association with relational wellbeing and relationship satisfaction (Neff & Beretvas, 2013). Relational well-being consisted of
feeling high self-worth, greater positive affect, feeling like one could be his or her authentic self,
as well as being able to express opinions, all in the context of the couple’s relationship. Those
reporting high self-compassion also expressed being able to talk about problems, letting the other
partner be autonomous, being caring and kind, and also accepting differing opinions.
Additionally, when it comes to conflict resolution with friends, family members, or significant
others, researchers have discovered self-compassionate people are more likely to compromise
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(Yarnell & Neff, 2013). That is, high self-compassion was related to accommodating everyone’s
needs rather than putting either person’s needs ahead of the other. Overall, self-compassion
appears promising for effective social interactions.
Propensity to Being Self-Compassionate
Although evidence points toward self-compassion being beneficial for individuals, there
are factors that influence one’s propensity to being self-compassionate. Self-compassion is a
relatively new concept that has been brought into Western culture. As previously mentioned, one
of the more prominent criticisms of self-compassion is that it may lead to complacency or selfindulgence (Gilbert, McEwan, Matos, & Rivis, 2011; Gilbert & Procter, 2006). This may be why
some people are reluctant to being easier on themselves by taking on a self-compassionate
mindset. Robinson and colleagues (2016) conducted a study assessing people’s thoughts on
adopting self-compassion. Their findings concluded that people low in self-compassion did not
believe self-compassion was beneficial, while the opposite was true for those high in selfcompassion. Low self-compassionate individuals associated self-compassion with less
motivation and conscientiousness, believing that self-criticism was an important attribute for
dealing with negative events. High self-compassion, however, was not associated with such
beliefs. Perhaps then, the positives of self-compassion need to be conveyed more effectively by
researchers to the general public. Further adding to this, Campion and Glover (2017) carried out
a qualitative exploration to understand self-compassion in a non-clinical sample. One major
finding was that self-compassion faces potential issues emerging in Western society due to
current norms and expectations. Traditionally, we are taught to care for and be kind outwardly to
others. It is less common to be told to attend to and treat ourselves with kindness, thus selfcompassion may be difficult to cultivate as a result of its unfamiliarity in Western culture.
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Recent research has also suggested self-compassion can emerge in youth populations.
Self-compassion may develop as a result of how one was parented in his or her childhood. In one
study, people’s perceptions of their parents being overly protective, high in rejection, and low in
warmth predicted low self-compassion (Pepping, Davis, O’ Donovan, & Pal, 2015). Youth in
Grades 10-12 have expressed practicing elements of self-compassion to deal with difficult
situations (Klingle & Van Vliet, 2017), and youth aged 14-17 have been shown to increase selfcompassion following a self-compassion intervention (Bluth, Gaylord, Campo, Mullarkey, &
Hobbs, 2016). Together, these studies outline that self-compassion can also be important for
youth, and may be influenced and shaped at these younger ages.
Sex differences. Another important factor to consider is sex differences in selfcompassion. Whereas compassion for others is more likely in females, a bulk of research has
suggested that self-compassion may be more prevalent in the male population (Neff, 2003a; Neff
& Beretvas, 2013; Neff & Pommier, 2013; Neff & Vonk, 2009; Salazar, 2015; Yarnell et al.,
2015). Other research has found no sex differences in self-compassion (Neff, Kirkpatrick, &
Rude, 2007; Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007).
Compassion in Sport
The general literature provides evidence that compassion for others and self-compassion
are related to key outcomes, but there is a lack of understanding of these concepts in sport
literature. Specifically, there is an absence of research on other-focused compassion. However,
compassion research in employment settings (i.e., another performance environment) highlights
potential implications that may translate to the sport psychology field. Studies have shown that
people who perceive compassionate work environments report increased job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, greater teamwork, and an overall positive environment that
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encourages employees to be less absent from their job (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014; Eldor &
Shoshani, 2016; Lilius et al., 2008; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Also, the perception of
receiving compassion in one’s job was able to predict less anxiety, burnout, and workplace
deviance (Choi, Lee, No, & Kim, 2016).
Furthermore, supervisors who perceive their work organization to care about the wellbeing and values of the individual are more likely to be supportive of their employees (Rhoades
& Eisenberger, 2006). In their conceptualization of compassion in organizations, Frost and
colleagues (2006) suggested that one way to view compassion is an interpersonal process that
may be effective in work environments. This is consistent with the definition of compassion used
for this proposed study, where compassion is characterized by noticing one’s suffering, feeling
the noticed pain, and making an effort to help reduce this pain. Frost and colleagues (2006)
suggested that further research on compassion in this sense might be beneficial in understanding
the long and short-term effects of compassion in work settings, as well as the dynamics of how it
comes about within organizations, which may apply to the sport environment.
It is also possible to explore concepts that may be analogous to compassion as they
pertain to the sport environment. For example, Tamminen and Gaudreau (2014) outlined the
importance of social support and coping for athletes. They suggested that research considering
the interpersonal processes that occur in the context of athlete coping can have the potential to
help us understand the impact of teammates on athletes who face stressful situations. Both
perceiving and actually receiving social support are related to athletes’ self-confidence (Freeman
& Rees, 2010; Gould, Guinan, Greenleaf, Medbery, & Peterson, 1999). Even just the mere
perception of social support, without actually receiving it, has been related to athletes feeling a
greater sense of accomplishment and feeling less burned out (DeFreese & Smith, 2013).
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Moreover, athletes who have been cut or deselected from provincial-level sport teams have
expressed that their social networks, teammates included, were an important source of support
for encouragement and reassurance (Neely, McHugh, Dunn, & Holt, 2017). The above studies
and considerations build a strong case for exploring how compassion is related to and emerges in
the athletic context.
Outcomes of Self-Compassion in Sport
Whereas compassion for others has not been studied in sport (to the investigator’s
knowledge), self-compassion in athletes has received more attention. Self-compassion has been
gaining popularity in sport psychology, although it is still a new area with ample opportunity for
continued growth. The subsequent paragraphs outline self-compassion as related to athlete wellbeing, coping with difficult experiences in sport, and factors affecting athletes’ propensity to
being self-compassionate.
Athlete well-being. Self-compassion has been related to the well-being of athletes. In a
sample of elite athletes, consisting of both university and high school students, Jeon, Lee, and
Kwon (2016) concluded that self-compassion was positively associated with positive emotions
and life satisfaction, and negatively associated with negative emotions. In another study, female
athletes from various sports who reported high levels of self-compassion also reported high
eudaimonic well-being (Ferguson, Kowalski, Mack, & Sabiston, 2014; Ferguson, Kowalski,
Mack, & Sabiston, 2015). Eudaimonic well-being consisted of personal growth, positive
relatedness, self-acceptance, feeling autonomous, and feeling like one had purpose in life. Also
examining female athletes, Mosewich, Kowalski, Sabiston, Sedwick, and Tracy (2011) provided
further evidence of the use of self-compassion for athlete well-being. In their study, selfcompassionate athletes experienced less social physique anxiety, had less fear of failure
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associated with feelings of shame and embarrassment, and lower fear of being negatively
evaluated. Self-compassion was also related to increased authentic pride, which is rooted in
success, confidence, and accomplishment, rather than hubristic pride, which is contingent on
outcomes and feeling superior to others. Consistent with the general literature, it seems selfcompassionate athletes have a more positive outlook and experience in sport as well.
Coping in sport. Self-compassion has also been largely studied in relation to dealing
with emotionally difficult experiences that athletes will inevitably face. To date, these studies
have mainly focused on female athletes. In one study, athletes were faced with a hypothetical
scenario describing that the individual had been responsible for the team’s loss, as well as asked
to recall the worst thing that had happened in their sport career within the last year (Reis et al.,
2015). Athletes with high self-compassion reported reacting to these scenarios more calmly,
level-headed, and less flustered. They also experienced less negative affect and emotions such as
sadness, anxiety, anger, embarrassment, incompetence, and self-consciousness. In a study by
Ferguson and colleagues (2015), athletes were presented with five hypothetical scenarios: feeling
responsible for a team’s loss, making mistakes in training or competition, failing to meet a
personal goal, being injured and unable to compete, as well as reaching a plateau in one’s
performance. Similar results were found in that self-compassionate athletes had more
constructive reactions to these scenarios. That is, high self-compassion was associated with being
more positive, perseverant, and feeling responsible for one’s own actions. It is noteworthy that
self-compassion was not only related to increased constructive reactions, but also decreased
destructive reactions such as ruminating over the negatives, being passive, and being self-critical.
Taken collectively, this research suggests that self-compassion may be an important resource for
athletes in dealing with and learning from difficult sport experiences.
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On the contrary, Huysmans and Clement (2017) discovered contradicting findings when
they examined self-compassion as related to injury and stress within sport. High self-compassion
was associated with increased negative life stress, and was also related to lower emotion-focused
and problem-focused coping styles. Although both of these coping styles were associated with
lower negative life stress, the authors suggested that self-compassion might be its own coping
style. They explained that self-compassion may not necessarily eliminate stress; rather, stress is
still present, but self-compassion may allow us to deal with it more effectively. Because selfcompassion research is in its infancy in sport psychology, more studies are warranted to better
understand it within sport environments. Nonetheless, self-compassion does still seem to be
effective in dealing with difficult sport experiences.
Propensity to Being Self-Compassionate in Sport
The capacity for athletes to be self-compassionate may be influenced by a few factors.
Athletes know self-compassion is useful for setbacks in sport, as it allows for a positive mindset
to grow from and persevere through difficult experiences (Ferguson et al., 2014). However, they
have also expressed that self-criticism is needed to excel, in which self-compassion may lead to
complacency or mediocrity (Ferguson et al., 2014; Sutherland et al., 2014). So while athletes
believe self-compassion can be useful, they also view self-compassion as a potential detriment to
their growth. Perhaps then, this may be due to a lack of education on self-compassion in athletic
populations. Mosewich, Crocker, Kowalski, and DeLongis (2013) introduced a self-compassion
intervention to female athletes. Athletes who identified themselves as high in self-criticism were
randomized into two conditions: a self-compassion versus control condition. In the selfcompassion group, athletes were given a psychoeducation session on the usefulness of selfcompassion, and then worked through writing modules for seven days. In these modules, athletes
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were instructed to recall negative sport experiences and respond to them in a self-compassionate
manner targeting the three main components: self-kindness, mindfulness, and common
humanity. By the end of the study, the athletes who had undergone the self-compassion
intervention demonstrated higher levels of self-compassion and lower levels of state selfcriticism, state rumination, and concern over mistakes. Thus, it appears self-compassion may be
taught to athletes through a short-term intervention.
More recently, Ingstrup, Mosewich, and Holt (2017) explored the development of selfcompassion in varsity women athletes. Ten athletes who reported high levels of self-compassion
were interviewed to examine factors that contributed to their self-compassion development.
Findings revealed that the influence of parents, coaches, and sport psychologists helped in
shaping the self-compassion elements of mindfulness, self-kindness, and common humanity.
Also, an increase in self-awareness and observing peers or siblings going through difficult
experiences contributed to becoming self-compassionate. Based on these findings, Ingstrup and
colleagues (2017) argued that self-compassion developed as a result of social interactions and
learning from others, as opposed to being a mental skill or coping method. In this sense, they
explained self-compassion as a collection of resources and skills gained through experience.
Sex differences for self-compassion in sport. Generally, females tend to have lower
self-compassion in comparison to males. In the sport psychology literature, however, research
has focused on female athletes with little emphasis on male athletes. Therefore, it is unclear
whether these same sex differences exist. In Huysmans and Clement’s (2017) study, no sex
differences in self-compassion were found for athletes. However, Wasylkiw and Clairo (2016)
examined self-compassion in males who were athletes versus non-athletes. They concluded that
the athletes displayed higher self-compassion, despite also having higher masculinity norms.
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Importantly, this suggests that self-compassion may emerge differently in the athletic population
as opposed to the general public.
Gaps in the Literature
As previously mentioned, carrying out research in sport settings may help to better
understand compassion in group environments. Compassion for others can have a host of
benefits as demonstrated in much of the general literature, and therefore seems a noteworthy and
promising concept to assess within the sport psychology field. Given the importance of
compassion that has emerged from organizational psychology in work settings (i.e, job
satisfaction, less burnout, greater teamwork), its applicability in sport appears valuable to pursue.
It may play a role in the interpersonal processes related to social support and player interactions,
possibly affecting sport-related concepts such as athlete satisfaction, return to sport, or even
coping.
Compared to other-focused compassion, self-compassion has been researched more in
sport. Although this has helped researchers to understand self-compassion in sport settings, more
research is warranted. For one, much of the sport psychology self-compassion literature has
focused on female athletes. Further, the majority of literature has also examined self-compassion
in the context of individually oriented outcomes. That is, self-compassion is more understood in
terms of its implications for individuals, with limited research emphasizing the role of selfcompassion in a group environment. In Mosewich and colleagues’ (2013) study that increased
self-compassion levels through a self-compassion intervention, they suggested that in order to
introduce these effective interventions, more research is needed to better understand the
mechanisms surrounding self-compassion development. To date, there has been a lack of
literature examining how self-compassion is related to the group context, although some studies
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have highlighted the usefulness of self-compassion in social interactions. Self-compassion is
related to compromising during conflict resolution (Yarnell & Neff, 2013), as well as higher
relational well-being in partner interactions (Neff & Beretvas, 2013). These are promising
findings that could translate into a sport context and allow for optimal social functioning between
athletes. With respect to sport, self-compassion has been related to social support in elite athletes
(Jeon et al., 2016), however this study was cross-sectional and correlational in nature. More
research is needed as it may help to understand how the group environment and self-compassion
relate to one another, and may add insight for future researchers wishing to better understand and
implement self-compassion in athletic populations.
Conceptualizations of compassion in the literature are varied, with no universal definition
being used in research to date. Although there is a lack of consensus on what compassion exactly
is, to reiterate, compassion as defined by Neff (2003a) was used for the current study. As
outlined by Strauss and colleagues (2016), Neff’s definition was deemed as one of the more valid
ones, thus why it was chosen.
Clearly, both compassion for others and self-compassion are important for performance
contexts, whether that is within employment or sport settings. To summarize what was stated
above, compassion for others is related to greater organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
teamwork, and productivity, while self-compassion is related to higher agreeableness, relational
well-being, and better conflict resolution. These are all variables that would seem to influence
group dynamics, more specifically team cohesion. Therefore, it is valuable to study compassion
(i.e., both other and self) as related to cohesion.
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Purpose
With other-focused compassion being novel in sport literature, and self-compassion being
less understood in a group context as well as in male athletes, further exploring these concepts is
an exciting avenue to pursue in the sport psychology field. As suggested by Neff and Seppala
(2016), it is worthy to examine how compassion for oneself and others relates to personal and
interpersonal well-being. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to explore how compassion for
teammates and self-compassion were related to the group context. Specifically, studying these
constructs in relation to group cohesion, which has been extensively studied in sport and is
elaborated on below, could serve as a promising start in better understanding the overall concept
of compassion for athletes.
Cohesion in Sport
Sport psychology literature is marked by numerous areas of study from anxiety, to
coping, to psychological skills training, and much more. One such area that has received much
attention and has important implications for athletes includes group dynamics. Seeing as how
athletes are constantly interacting with teammates, coaches, opponents, and so forth, studying
interpersonal functioning within sport is valuable. Within the context of group dynamics in sport
psychology, team cohesion is a concept that has been widely studied. Group cohesion is an
emergent state “reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the
pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs”
(Carron, Brawley, Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). Carron, Brawley, and Widmeyer (2002) described
that individuals’ perceptions of the group’s cohesion can be first categorized into two aspects:
individual attractions to the group (ATG) and group integration (GI). ATG are the individuals’
perceptions of what motivates and attracts them to the group, and also entails personal feelings
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about the group. Group integration, however, refers to the individuals’ perceptions about the
similarity and closeness of the group as a whole. Simply put, cohesion can be perceived in the
context of how an individual sees his or her self individually in the group, as well as his or her
perceptions of the group in its entirety.
These two perceptions can each be further distinguished into either social or task
components of cohesion. Social cohesion refers to “a general orientation or motivation toward
developing and maintaining social relationships and activities within the group”, while task
cohesion represents “a general orientation or motivation towards achieving the group’s
objectives” (Carron et al., 2002, p. 10-11). Therefore, group cohesion consists of the following
dimensions: individual attraction to the group – social (ATG-S), individual attraction to the
group – task (ATG-T), group integration – social (GI-S), and group integration – task (GI-T).
Studies have confirmed that higher perceptions of cohesion can predict an athlete’s
intention to return to play on the same team (Spink, Ulvick, McLaren, Crozier, & Fesser, 2015;
Spink, Wilson, & Odnokon, 2010) and performance (Carron, Bray, & Eys, 2002; Carron,
Colman, Wheeler, & Stevens, 2002; Gioldasis, Stavrou, Mitrotasios, & Psychountaki, 2016).
Though only a few studies have been outlined, group cohesion is well understood in sport, as it
has been one of the most extensively studied group variables in sport psychology.
Hypotheses
Two main research questions were explored: (1) Is there a predictive relationship
between team cohesion and compassion for others? and (2) Is there a predictive relationship
between team cohesion and self-compassion?
Cohesion and compassion for others. Based on previous research, there is ample
evidence that supports a relationship between cohesion and other-focused compassion. For
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example, social support has been linked with increased interpersonal relations between people
(i.e., closeness, trust, connectedness; Crocker & Canevello, 2008; Salazar, 2015). Other studies
have suggested that receiving compassion (Goetz et al., 2010) or viewing others behave
compassionately (Haidt, 2013) can influence our own propensity to be compassionate. These
studies suggest that compassion can positively impact both senders and receivers of
compassionate behaviour, which makes a strong case for an association between compassion and
team cohesion.
What is less understood is the direction of this potential cohesion-compassion
relationship. Whether people are compassionate as a result of being close and cohesive, or
develop these close relationships as a product of showing compassion, remains to be explored.
Cialdini and colleagues (1997) suggested our increased perception of the self in others (i.e.,
oneness) leads to close relationships, and thus allows us to more easily engage in other-focused
compassion. Similarly, other research has outlined that ongoing, regular interactions among
members in a group setting facilitate compassion, as individuals are more comfortable with and
better able to relate to one another (Kanov et al., 2004; Dutton, Worline, Frost, & Lilius, 2006).
Such research supports that group cohesion may predict compassion for others. In cohesive
environments, individuals feel both a part of the group and view the group as a unified entity.
Also, individuals in cohesive groups feel like the team is contributing to them as an individual.
Each individual feels part of a collective unit working toward the same goals. The perception that
there are close social bonds among teammates who collectively take responsibility and contribute
to each other’s personal development may facilitate compassion for one another. On the
contrary, Batson and colleagues (2005) argued that compassion comes from a place of
nurturance, where one strives to care for others regardless of who it is. This research would then
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support the idea that acting compassionately toward each other could potentially be a catalyst
that creates strong cohesion between team members.
Whether cohesion predicts compassion for teammates, or vice versa, is unknown.
Therefore, it was predicted that there would be a significant relationship between cohesion and
other-focused compassion; however, the direction of the relationship was left for interpretation
upon data analysis. As this is an unexplored area in the sport literature, it is possible that either
variable could predict the other, or that the nature of the relationship is bidirectional. Because
two time points were taken, it allowed for this exploration of the cohesion-compassion
relationship. The following hypothesis was made:
H1: Perceptions of team cohesion and compassion for teammates will be significantly
related to one another
Cohesion and self-compassion. The majority of self-compassion literature has
traditionally focused on implications for individuals, as opposed to its role in a group setting.
Perhaps the most prominent feature of self-compassion that has been highlighted in previous
research is that self-compassionate individuals do not feel the need to rank against others or gain
social approval (Neff, 2003a, Neff & Vonk, 2009). Since they have a realistic view of
themselves (Leary et al., 2007), this may explain why self-compassionate people more readily
accept their flaws, see them as changeable, and make the necessary changes for selfimprovement (Breines & Chen, 2012). Also, self-compassionate individuals have reported taking
responsibility for their mistakes (Ferguson et al., 2015), and deal more effectively with life
stressors (Hall, Row, Wuensch, & Godley, 2013). These qualities highlight that those high in
self-compassion can take accountability and manage their actions more efficiently. This could be
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crucial for team functioning, where athletes will inevitably make mistakes and have to deal with
the consequences. A team where individuals take ownership may lead to high group cohesion.
Aside from the importance of self-compassion for individuals, it has also been related to
social support in athletes (Jeon et al., 2016) and positive interpersonal relations (Neff &
Beretvas, 2013). In Neff and Beretvas’ (2013) study, high self-compassion was associated with
being able to talk about problems, as well as both expressing and accepting differing opinions
with a significant other. Moreover, self-compassionate individuals are less sensitive to rejection
(Gerber et al., 2015), high in optimism and agreeableness (Neff, Rude, & Kirkpatrick, 2007), in
addition to being more willing to help others (Welp & Brown, 2014). This research suggests selfcompassion may be quite valuable for creating positive social interactions that may facilitate
increased team cohesion among athletes. Therefore, the following hypothesis was outlined for
self-compassion and team cohesion:
H2: Self-compassion will positively predict perceptions of team cohesion
Self-kindness (SK), mindfulness (M), common humanity (CH), self-judgment (SJ), overidentification (OI), and isolation (I) all represent differing elements that portray one’s selfcompassion during difficult situations. The former three dimensions represent attributes of high
self-compassion, while the latter three are indicative of lower self-compassion. Although each of
these make up the broader concept, much of self-compassion research has focused on an overall
score, rather than looking at the individual subscales. Similarly, the main focus of this study was
examining self-compassion as a total score as seen in the second hypothesis.
Recent research by Ingstrup and colleagues (2017) suggested that athletes expressed
learning self-compassion components through witnessing peers go through difficult situations. It
is possible that team cohesion may influence the development of self-compassion in athletes.
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Although the above hypothesis described self-compassion as potentially predicting team
cohesion, the primary investigator was also interested in observing the reverse direction,
especially with this area of research being more novel. Since two time points were taken in the
study, it allowed for further exploration on the relationship between cohesion and selfcompassion.
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COMPASSION IN ATHLETES
Method
Participants
As determined by the statistical power analysis program G* Power (Faul, Erdfelder,
Lang, & Buchner, 2007), a sample size of 85 athletes was needed assuming four predictor
variables, an effect size of 0.15, alpha of 0.05, and a power value of 0.80. In Ruttan and

colleagues’ research (2015), they detected a moderate effect when examining how people’s past
experiences affected compassion to others. Thus, a moderate effect size of 0.15 was chosen for
the study. Small, medium, and large effect sizes are 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35, respectively, for
regression analyses (Aguinis, Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005).
Participants were varsity athletes recruited via convenience sampling from five
universities in Ontario. A convenience sample was used because of participants’ availability and
willingness to participate in research (Creswell, 2013). At the first data collection time point, 138
athletes filled out the study’s questionnaire packages. The second time point occurred
approximately three weeks after the initial collection (M = 25.43 days, SD = 5.53 days) and
consisted of 112 athletes. The final analysis included 100 athletes, since athletes had to complete
questionnaire packages at both time points to be part of the study. These 100 athletes (46 male,
54 female) represented four different sports including basketball (n = 44), hockey (n = 37), cross
country (n = 13), and swimming (n = 6).
Demographic information was also collected including age (M = 20.58, SD = 1.90),
years spent in their respective sport (M = 12.20, SD = 4.40), and years spent on their respective
university teams (M = 2.31, SD = 1.37). Playing status, as well as formal captaincy role were
also reported. Athletes identified as either being a starting player (n = 49), a regular substitute (n
= 35), dressing to play (n = 9), or as a practice player (i.e., red-shirt; n = 5). Two athletes did not
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report their status. Sixteen athletes reported being a captain or assistant captain, 83 athletes
identified not having a captaincy role, and one athlete did not report this. Finally, 59 players
reported being veterans on the team, whereas 40 identified as being rookies, and one athlete left
this unreported.
Measures
Demographic questionnaire. At the beginning of each questionnaire package, a page
asking for demographic information was attached. Athletes were asked to provide (1) birthdate,
(2) sport, (3) university, (4) sex, (5) position, (6) years of experience in their sport, (7) number of
years as a member of their current team, (8) number of games currently played that season, (9)
playing status, and (10) captaincy role (Appendix A: Demographic Questionnaire). No
identifying information was requested to ensure anonymity. The above information was collected
so that Time 1 and 2 questionnaire packages could be matched with one another when analyzing
athletes’ responses (i.e., a unique identifier was created based on this information).
Compassion for others. Other-focused compassion, or compassion for others, was
assessed using the Compassion Scale (CS), which measures trait-compassion (Pommier, 2011;
Appendix B: Compassion Scale). The original questionnaire was designed to encourage
participants to reflect on how they typically act toward others. However, for this study, the items
were adjusted asking athletes to respond in the context of how they act toward or view
teammates. The 24-item questionnaire consists of six subscales. These include kindness,
common humanity, and mindfulness (the three components of compassion) and their
counterparts, which include indifference, separation, and disengagement, respectively. The latter
three subscales portray elements of low compassion as conceptualized by Pommier (2011). Items
are measured via a 5-point Likert scale with 1 representing “almost never” and 5 representing
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“almost always”. The following are sample items for each subscale: “If I see someone going
through a difficult time, I try to be caring toward that person” (kindness); “I don’t concern
myself with other people’s problems” (indifference); “Suffering is just a part of the common
human experience” (common humanity); “I don’t feel emotionally connected to people in pain”
(separation); “When people tell me about their problems, I try to keep a balanced perspective on
the situation” (mindfulness); and “I try to avoid people who are experiencing a lot of pain”
(disengagement).
To date, there is no universal measure of other-focused compassion. In their review of the
available compassion measures for researchers, Strauss and colleagues (2016) pointed out
Pommier’s (2011) Compassion Scale as one of the more valid measures. Strauss and colleagues
did caution against some of the measure’s weaknesses. As such, necessary alterations and
considerations were addressed for the current study. For example, concern with the wording and
scaling system has been raised regarding the Compassion Scale (Strauss et al., 2016). For
example, the questions that represent the common humanity subscale (e.g., Suffering is just a part
of the common human experience) cannot be accurately answered on the scale “almost never” to
“almost always”. Therefore, these questions were modified and had their own scoring scale that
the investigator still kept on a 5-point Likert scale. “Almost never” and “almost always” were
changed to “completely disagree” and “completely agree”, respectively. Another issue with the
Compassion Scale, pointed out by Strauss and colleagues, is the use of frequency indicators
within some of the questionnaire’s items (i.e., ‘sometimes’ and ‘often’). These words are not
agreeable with the frequency-focused scale (“almost never” and “almost always”). Thus, these
words were eliminated from the questionnaire to reduce confusion and allow ease of responding
for athletes.
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A confirmatory factor analysis conducted by Pommier (2011) supported the six factors
that embody compassion. Also, experts in Buddhism (i.e., compassion is a key principle part of
Buddhist philosophy) helped in the development of the items used in the Compassion Scale
(Pommier, 2011). Furthermore, the measure has demonstrated good convergent validity through
its positive correlation with compassion satisfaction (Beaumont et al., 2016), perspective taking
(i.e., a key component of compassion), social support (Salazar, 2015), social connectedness, and
empathic concern (Pommier, 2011). A high internal consistency has been demonstrated for the
Compassion Scale as reflected in past studies with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from of
0.86-0.90 (Feher, 2016; Pommier, 2011; Salazar, 2015). However, poor internal consistency was
demonstrated for each independent subscale (Pommier, 2011). For the current study, the
Compassion Scale demonstrated high internal consistency supported by Cronbach’s alpha values
of 0.86 and 0.89 at Time 1 and 2, respectively. Consistent with Pommier (2011), Cronbach’s
alpha values denoted poor internal consistency for the subscales with values of 0.70, 0.68, 0.73
0.62, 0.54, and 0.61 at Time 1 and 0.70, 0.73, 0.67, 0.62, 0.62, and 0.76 at Time 2 for kindness,
indifference, common humanity, separation, mindfulness, and disengagement, respectively. A
reliability coefficient value of 0.70 has been suggested as adequate, although this is just a general
guideline (Vaughn, Lee, & Kamata, 2012). For this reason, the subscales were used to calculate
the total compassion score for the study, but subscales were not analyzed separately given many
of the values fell below the suggested 0.70.
Self-compassion. Compassion for oneself, or self-compassion, was examined via the
Self-Compassion Scale (SCS), which measures trait self-compassion (Neff, 2003a; Appendix C:
Self-Compassion Scale). Items were reworded so athletes were asked to reflect on the questions
in the context of their sporting experiences. Neff’s questionnaire is composed of 26 items
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measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). The SCS
contains six subscales that were elaborated on in the literature review. Three of these dimensions
include self-kindness, common humanity, and mindfulness, and their counterparts, which are selfjudgment, isolation, and over-identification, respectively. Sample items for each subscale are as
follows: “I try to be loving towards myself when I’m feeling emotional pain” (self-kindness);
“I’m disapproving and judgmental about my own flaws and inadequacies” (self-judgment); “I try
to see my failings as part of the human condition” (common humanity); “When I’m feeling
down, I tend to feel like most other people are probably happier than I am” (isolation); “When
something painful happens I try to take a balanced view of the situation” (mindfulness); and
“When I’m feeling down I tend to obsess and fixate on everything that’s wrong” (overidentification).
The Self-Compassion Scale’s six subscales were supported by a confirmatory factor
analysis, in which intercorrelations between the subscales explained a single higher order factor
(Neff, 2003a). Using the SCS, research has also demonstrated that other people’s rating of an
individual’s self-compassion matches with that same person’s self-reported self-compassion
(Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Neff, Kirkpatrick, & Rude, 2007). The SCS has good convergent
validity, as it was positively correlated with social connectedness and emotional intelligence.
Studies have also shown that Buddhists, whose philosophy is rooted in compassion, displayed
higher levels of self-compassion compared to the general public as expected (Neff, 2003a; Neff
& Pommier, 2013. The SCS has also negatively predicted narcissism (Neff, 2003b), depression,
and anxiety (Neff, 2003a). Previous research on self-compassion in athletes has demonstrated
Cronbach’s alpha values for the overall measure of 0.86 (Jeon et al., 2016), 0.87 (Mosewich et
al., 2011), and 0.89 (Ingstrup et al., 2017). Internal consistency values for the individual
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subscales ranged from 0.75 to 0.81 as outlined by Neff (2003a). In the current study, Cronbach’s
alpha values were 0.90 for the SCS at both timepoints. For the subscales values were 0.77, 0.73,
0.72, 0.74, 0.64, and 0.74 at Time 1 and 0.82, 0.73, 0.79, 0.74, 0.75, and 0.78 at Time 2 for selfkindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isolation, mindfulness, and over-identification,
respectively. Research has examined the factor structure of the SCS, with two distinct models
emerging as best representing the conceptualization of self-compassion (Neff, 2016; Neff,
Whittaker, & Karl, 2017). A bifactor model allowed for self-compassion to be explained by its
total score, as well as subscale scores, while a six-factor correlated model supported the notion
that self-compassion could be explained by its subscales rather than the total score. Based on
these results, Neff and colleagues (2017) concluded it was best to examine self-compassion as an
overall score. However, they also suggest self-compassion can be examined in terms of the six
dimensions since they are interdependent components contributing to an overarching concept.
Cohesion. Perceptions of group cohesion were assessed using the Group Environment
Questionnaire (GEQ) which is an 18-item questionnaire rated on a 9-point Likert scale where 1
equates to “strongly disagree” and 9 represents “strongly agree” (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley,
1985; Appendix D: Group Environment Questionnaire). The positively worded GEQ was used as
it has demonstrated higher internal consistency (Eys, Carron, Bray, & Brawley, 2007). To
reiterate, cohesion is composed of four dimensions previously discussed. Sample items are
represented in the following statements: “For me, this team is one of the most important social
groups to which I belong” (ATG-S); “I’m happy with my team’s level of desire to win” (ATGT); “Members of our team would rather go out together than go out on their own” (GI-S); and
“Our team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance” (GI-T). For ATG-S, ATG-T,
GI-S, and GI-T, Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.86, 0.70, 0.91, and 0.84, respectively in Eys and
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colleagues’ (2007) study. In the current study, the four dimensions had adequate values of 0.73,
0.76, 0.75, and 0.84 at Time 1, as well as 0.80, 0.74, 0.82, and 0.88 at Time 2 for ATG-S, ATGT, GI-S, and GI-T, respectively.
Procedure
After approval from Wilfrid Laurier University’s Research Ethics Board (REB Project
#5431, Appendix E: REB Approval), athletes were recruited from varsity sport teams by
contacting coaches via email or telephone. Contact information was found on university athletics
websites. In the emails, an information letter about the study was attached (Appendix F: Letter of
Information), and if contacted by phone, a follow-up email was sent with this attachment. Once
coaches agreed to have their team participate, a convenient time was scheduled for the athletes.
For all athletes, data collection occurred either before or after a training session. This is similar to
other studies, as pre or post-training sessions are usually most convenient for teams, as well as
minimizes competition interference (Eys, Loughead, & Hardy, 2007; Jowett, Shanmugam, &
Caccoulis, 2012; Spink, Nickel, Wilson, & Odnokon, 2005; Spink et al., 2010). When a mutual
time was established, the investigator met the athletes and gave a brief introduction on the
purpose of the study, distributed information letters for athletes to keep for their own knowledge,
and collected informed consent forms from them to keep (Appendix G: Informed Consent Form).
Consent forms gave a synopsis of the study, ensured confidentiality, outlined risks and benefits,
and also provided individuals with the investigator’s contact information. There was an
additional section at the end allowing athletes to provide their email address if they wanted to
hear about the study’s final results.
Upon completion of the consent forms, athletes were then asked to complete
questionnaire packages containing the Compassion Scale, Self-Compassion Scale, and Group
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Environment Questionnaire. The questionnaire order of these packages was randomized to
reduce common method bias. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) pointed out that
common method bias results in “variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather
than to the constructs the measures represent” (p. 879). One way to reduce this is by randomizing
the order in which questionnaires are filled out to reduce the possibility that participants’ answers
are a result of the manner in which questionnaires were organized. There were six different
questionnaire packages used in the study with varying order of the three measures. Furthermore,
athletes filled out these packages at the same time as their teammates; however, each individual
completed their package separately. This allowed for anonymity and prevented athletes from
affecting one another’s answers. Those who did not want to be involved in the study were still
provided with the questionnaire packages to browse through for their own perusal, as well as to
prevent feelings of exclusion from their lack of participation.
Data were collected at two different time points to allow for possible inference of
causality by being able to control for dependent variables at Time 1 (when examining
independent variables at Time 1 predicting dependent variables at Time 2). The second time
point was arranged by phone, email, or verbally with the coach, and occurred approximately
three weeks after Time 1 (M = 25.43 days, SD = 5.53 days). At this second meeting, information
letters and consent forms were redistributed along with questionnaire packages to the varsity
teams. Athletes were also reminded the purpose of the study.
Data Analysis
All information provided by the athletes was submitted into a spreadsheet in SPSS. Any
missing information was inputted as ‘999’. After all data were inputted, four colleagues checked
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10% of the total number of questionnaire packages to ensure there were no errors in data entry.
No mistakes were discovered.
Before data analysis, internal reliability scores were calculated for the study’s variables
(i.e., Compassion Scale, Self-Compassion Scale, and Group Environment Questionnaire). Values
can be found in the measures section and were deemed internally valid. Descriptive statistics
were then examined to observe if there were any unusual values that were input, as well ensure
measures had their appropriate ranges (i.e., only values ranging from 1-9 for the GEQ, and 1-5
for the SCS and CS). Subscale means had to be calculated to compute total scores for the study’s
three questionnaires. Before this could be done there were some cases where athletes did not
answer questions, thus resulting in missing values. Of the 100 athletes, twenty-four did not
respond to one or more questions. Approximately 33 questions were left unanswered across these
24 athletes, which included 10 questions from the Compassion Scale, 2 from the SelfCompassion Scale, and 6 from the Group Environment Questionnaire. For these instances, the
mean imputation method was used because it is a conservative method and is suitable if only a
small proportion of data is missing (Field, 2009). A score was computed by averaging the
athlete’s responses to the other questions representing that specific subscale (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001). For example, the separation subscale for the Compassion Scale is represented by 4
questions. One athlete only answered three of these questions with values of 4, 3, and 4. The
missing value was replaced with 3.67 (the average of those 3 scores). When all missing values
were replaced with the newly computed values, subscale totals could then be calculated. This
allowed for analysis relevant to looking at each measure’s specific dimensions. In addition, total
subscale scores were necessary for determining global self-compassion, other-focused
compassion, and team cohesion scores. Reverse-scoring certain elements of the Compassion
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Scale (i.e., separation, disengagement, and indifference) and Self-Compassion Scale (isolation,
self-judgment, and over-identification) was needed to attain a global score. Once this was
completed, global scores for each variable (i.e., self-compassion, other-focused compassion, and
cohesion) were calculated by taking the average sum of each measure’s dimensions (i.e., ATG-S,
ATG-T, GI-S, and GI-T for cohesion, or self-judgement, self-kindness, isolation, common
humanity, mindfulness, and over-identification for self-compassion).
Hierarchical multiple regressions were used via the forced entry (i.e., enter) method as
the main statistical analysis to explore the research questions. The forced entry method enters all
predictor variables into a model at once, and explains the outcome variable in terms of the global
significance of this whole model (Mundry & Nunn, 2008). Alternatively, the stepwise method
sequentially removes and adds variables, only including those variables that significantly predict
the dependent variable. The stepwise method has been questioned since minor changes within
the data can alter the significance and has been shown to potentially increase the chance of a type
I error (James & McCulloch, 1990; Mundry & Nunn, 2008). Additionally, using the stepwise
method may not account for the fact that the presence or interaction of certain predictor variables
together may influence the outcome variable differently than predictor variables standing alone
(Derksen & Keselman, 1992). Regressions were run for the sample of 100 athletes, but were also
used to examine potential differences in relationships for male versus female athletes.
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Results
Descriptive Statistics
The mean, range, standard deviation, and Cronbach’s alpha values for the study’s
variables can be found in Table 1 for the overall sample (n = 100). Table 2 outlines similar
content for male versus female athletes. Additionally, Table 3-Table 5 outlines bivariate
correlations for the overall sample and Table 6-Table 9 for male versus female athletes.
Regarding the bivariate correlations, all dimensions at Time 1 significantly correlated

with their Time 2 counterparts. The values were moderate to strong ranging from r = 0.44 to r =
0.80 for all athletes, r = 0.49 to r = 0.75 for males, and r = 0.39 to r = 0.81 for females. As seen
in Tables 1-3 self-compassion elements and team cohesion elements had weak correlations
represented by Pearson coefficient r values ranging from 0.01 to 0.29. Similarly, male and
female athletes showed similar weak associations. The majority of these were not significant,
and ranged from r = 0.01 to r = 0.35. Although some associations were significant, there were no
consistent patterns at either time point. Both positive and negative dimensions of selfcompassion portrayed varying positive and negative associations with team cohesion elements.
On the contrary, compassion for teammates had a consistent positive association with all
dimensions of cohesion. Correlation values ranged from 0.07 to 0.37 for all athletes, 0.07 to 0.48
for males, and 0.21 to 0.47 for females.
Mean Comparisons
Statistical tests were carried out to determine mean differences in study variables between
males and females. A MANOVA examining other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for
teammates) and self-compassion together emerged as statistically significant between male and
female athletes at both Time 1, F(2, 97) = 9.53, p < 0.001; Wilk’s Λ = 0.836, partial η2 =
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Table 1
Dimension mean, standard deviation, and Cronbach's alpha values for 100-athlete sample
Dimension

Time 1
Mean (SD)

Time 1
Range

Time 1
Cronbach’s α

Time 2
Mean (SD)

Time 2
Range

Time 2
Cronbach’s α

Self-judgment

3.27 (0.71)

1.60, 5.00

0.71

3.43 (0.69)

1.60, 5.00

0.71

Isolation

2.74 (0.88)

1.00, 5.00

0.71

2.99 (0.85)

1.00, 5.00

0.74

Overidentification

2.74 (0.80)

1.00, 5.00

0.72

3.03 (0.81)

1.50, 4.75

0.79

Self-kindness

2.91 (0.77)

1.00, 5.00

0.79

2.87 (0.79)

1.00, 4.80

0.82

Common
humanity

2.83 (0.79)

1.25, 4.00

0.71

2.94 (0.85)

1.00, 4.75

0.82

Mindfulness

3.18 (0.71)

1.00, 5.00

0.69

3.22 (0.77)

1.25, 5.00

0.77

Selfcompassion

3.03 (0.57)

1.04, 4.59

0.90

2.93 (0.56)

1.56, 4.37

0.90

Compassion
for others

4.27 (0.41)

3.00, 4.88

0.87

4.23 (0.46)

2.75, 5.00

0.89

Attraction to
group - social

8.01 (1.04)

4.00, 9.00

0.74

7.93 (1.15)

4.20, 9.00

0.82

Attraction to
group - task

7.50 (1.23)

3.75, 9.00

0.72

7.11 (1.53)

3.50, 9.00

0.76

Group
integration social

7.51 (1.29)

3.25, 9.00

0.77

7.51 (1.22)

2.75, 9.00

0.83

Group
integration –
task

7.48 (1.08)

4.20, 9.00

0.85

7.20 (1.31)

3.20, 9.00

0.88

Group
cohesion

7.62 (0.89)

4.74, 9.00

0.88

7.44 (1.09)

3.69, 8.95

0.92

Note: Self-compassion variables (i.e., self-judgment, isolation, over-identification, self-kindness, common humanity,
and mindfulness) and compassion for others were scored on a 5-point Likert scale. Group cohesion elements (i.e.,
individual attraction to the group- social, individual attraction to the group-task, group integration-social, and group
integration-task) were scored on a 9-point Likert scale. In addition, Cronbach’s alpha values outlined in the
measures section were for the total 150 athletes that were recruited for the study, whereas these values reflect the
100 athletes that were used for analysis.
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Table 2
Dimension mean and standard deviation values for male versus female athletes
Dimension

Time 1
Mean
(SD)

Time 1
Range

Self-judgment

3.24
(0.76)

1.60,
5.00

Isolation

2.78
(0.90)

1.00,
5.00

Overidentification

2.68
(0.82)

1.00,
5.00

Self-kindness

2.86
(0.89)

1.00,
5.00

Common
humanity

2.81
(0.92)

1.25,
4.50

Mindfulness

3.15
(0.78)

1.00,
5.00

Self-compassion

3.02
(0.62)

1.04,
4.59

Compassion for
others

4.09
(0.43)

3.00,
4.88

Attraction to
group - social

7.93
(1.04)

4.80,
9.00

Attraction to
group - task

7.74
(1.09)

3.75,
9.00

Group
integration social

7.41
(1.33)

3.25,
9.00

Group
integration –
task

7.47
(1.21)

4.20,
9.00

Group cohesion

7.64
(0.91)

5.19,
9.00

Time 2
Mean
(SD)

Time 2
Range

Time 1
Mean
(SD)

Time 1
Range

Time 2
Mean
(SD)

Time 2
Range

Time 1
Mean
(SD)

3.39

2.20,

3.29

3.47

5.00

(0.67)

1.60,
4.80

3.29

(0.68)

1.60,
5.00

3.07

1.00,

2.70

(0.86)

4.75

(0.87)

3.08

1.50,

2.78

(0.85)

4.75

(0.79)

2.83

1.00,

2.96

(0.85)

4.80

(0.65)

2.97

1.00,

2.84

(0.93)

4.75

(0.67)

3.23

1.25,

3.19

(0.83)

5.00

(0.65)

2.92

1.61,

3.04

(0.58)

4.37

(0.52)

4.02

2.75,

4.42

(0.50)

4.92

(0.33)

7.83

4.60,

8.09

(1.22)

9.00

(1.05)

7.22

4.00,

7.30

(1.53)

9.00

(1.30)

7.41

2.75,

7.59

(1.32)

9.00

(1.25)

7.20

3.20,

7.49

(1.47)

9.00

(0.97)

7.41

3.69,

7.61

1.00,
5.00
1.00,
5.00
1.00,
4.60
1.25,
4.50
1.00,
5.00
1.04,
4.59
3.00,
4.88
4.80,
9.00
3.75,
9.00
3.25,
9.00
4.40,
9.00
5.78,
9.00

(0.70)
2.92
(0.84)
2.98
(0.77)
2.89
(0.74)
2.91
(0.79)
3.21
(0.73)
2.94
(0.55)
4.41
(0.32)
8.01
(1.10)
7.02
(1.54)
7.59
(1.14)
7.21
(1.18)
7.46

1.50,
4.75
1.50,
4.75
1.00,
4.60
1.25,
4.75
1.25,
5.00
1.56,
4.37
2.75,
4.88
4.60,
9.00
4.00,
9.00
2.75,
9.00
3.40,
9.00
3.69,
8.94

(0.67)
2.70
(0.87)
2.78
(0.79)
2.96
(0.65)
2.84
(0.67)
3.19
(0.65)
3.04
(0.52)
4.42
(0.33)
8.09
(1.05)
7.30
(1.30)
7.59
(1.25)
7.49
(0.97)
7.61

(1.20)
8.95
(0.87)
(0.98)
(0.87)
Note: Male athlete values are represented on the left side of the table, and female athlete values are denoted by the
shaded area.
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Table 3
Overall sample bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 1
SJ
SJ
IS
OI
SK
CH
M
SCS
CS
ATG-S
ATG-T
GI-S
GI-T

1

IS

OI

SK

CH

M

SCS

0.65**

0.63**

-0.53**

-0.24*

-0.56**

-0.82**

1

0.60**

-0.28**

-0.03

-0.40**

1

-0.49**

-0.11

1

CS

ATG-S

ATG-T

GI-S

GI-T

GEQ

-0.09

0.03

-0.15

0.02

0.05

-0.02

-0.69**

-0.19

-0.07

-0.11

0.03

0.08

-0.02

-0.60**

-0.78**

-0.14

0.05

0.03

0.02

0.14

0.08

0.56**

0.72**

0.80**

0.20*

0.06

0.12

0.04

0.12

0.11

1

0.37**

0.52**

0.22*

0.1

0.19

0.05

0.17

0.17

1

0.82**

0.26*

0.1

0.16

0.09

-0.01

0.11

1

0.25*

0.06

0.16

0.03

0

0.08

1

0.35**

0.07

0.28**

0.31**

0.32**

1

0.45**

0.40**

0.40**

0.72**

1

0.28**

0.42**

0.71**

1

0.72**

0.80**

1

0.83**

GEQ
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion.
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Table 4
Overall sample bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 2
SJ
SJ
IS
OI
SK
CH
M
SCS
CS
ATG-S
ATG-T
GI-S
GI-T
GEQ

1

IS

OI

SK

CH

M

SCS

0.53**

0.64**

-0.31**

-0.18

-0.32**

-0.68**

1

0.60**

-0.22*

-0.06

-0.29**

1

-0.37**

-0.13

1

CS

ATG-S

ATG-T

GI-S

GI-T

GEQ

0.05

-0.12

-0.25*

-0.06

-0.16

-0.18

-0.63**

-0.15

-0.17

-0.20

-0.16

-0.16

-0.21*

-0.46**

-0.74**

-0.14

-0.02

-0.11

-0.08

-0.15

-0.11

0.64**

0.79**

0.78**

0.06

0.17

0.29**

0.02

0.16

0.20*

1

0.58**

0.62**

-0.03

0.04

0.27**

-0.06

0.05

0.1

1

0.81**

0.20*

0.14

0.19

0.09

0.14

0.17

1

0.11

0.15

0.31**

0.08

0.19

0.23*

1

0.25*

0.23*

0.46**

0.39**

0.40**

1

0.62**

0.60**

0.62**

0.84**

1

0.42**

0.64**

0.83**

1

0.64**

0.78**

1

0.87**
1

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion.
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Table 5
Overall sample bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 1 versus Time Point 2
SJ_t2

IS_t2

OI_t2

SK _t2

CH_t2

M_t2

SCS_t2

CS_t2

ATGS_t2

ATGT_t2

GIS_t2

GIT_t2

GEQ_t2

SJ

.56**

0.44**

0.55**

-0.38**

-0.25*

-0.33**

-0.58**

-0.00

0.04

-0.19

0.04

-0.09

-0.07

IS

.33**

0.62**

0.44**

-0.28**

-0.15

-0.30**

-0.50**

-0.19

0.04

-0.13

-0.03

-0.04

-0.05

OI

.41**

0.39**

0.54**

-0.39**

-0.25*

-0.42**

-0.56**

-0.12

0.17

0.06

0.02

0.08

0.1

SK

0.33**

-0.22*

-0.36**

0.67**

0.50**

0.58**

0.62**

0.09

0.02

0.17

-0.08

0.12

0.08

CH

-0.14

-0.05

-0.08

0.39**

0.44**

0.34**

0.34**

0.19

0.05

0.16

-0.10

0.13

0.08

M

-0.36**
0.34**

-0.52**

0.64**

0.35**

0.66**

0.67**

0.12

0.03

0.13

0.05

0.1

0.1

SCS

-0.48**
0.47**

-0.56**

0.62**

0.44**

0.59**

0.74**

0.17

-0.04

0.16

-0.04

0.09

0.06

CS

0.03

-0.17

-0.18

0.1

0.04

0.26**

0.17

0.80**

0.25*

0.19

0.37**

0.37**

0.35**

ATG-S

-0.01

-0.16

-0.04

0.06

0.04

0.08

0.1

0.34**

0.77**

0.43**

0.48**

0.45**

0.63**

ATG-T

-0.12

-0.12

0.02

0.05

0.17

0.07

0.12

0.11

0.48**

0.72**

0.34**

0.46**

0.62**

GI-S

0.03

-0.06

-0.07

0.01

0.05

0.15

0.08

0.37**

0.36**

0.21*

0.75**

0.45**

0.52**

GI-T

0

0.01

0.04

0

0.02

0.08

0.01

0.37**

0.39**

0.35**

0.60**

0.71**

0.61**

GEQ

-0.04

-0.11

-0.02

0.04

0.09

0.13

0.1

0.39**

0.64**

0.56**

0.72**

0.67**

0.77**

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion. T2 denotes Time point 2.
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Table 6
Male versus female athlete bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 1
SJ

IS

OI

SK

CH

M

SCS

CS

ATG-S

ATG-T

GI-S

GI-T

GEQ

SJ

1

0.63**

0.62**

-0.56**

-0.32*

-0.54**

-0.82**

-0.22

-0.03

-0.29*

-0.06

-0.10

-0.15

IS

0.68**

1

0.66**

-0.29*

0.05

-0.42**

-0.66**

-0.24

-0.28

-0.27

0.01

0.05

-0.14

OI

0.64**

0.56**

1

-0.46**

-0.15

-0.58**

-0.77**

-0.52**

-0.10

-0.17

-0.03

0.02

-0.08

SK

-0.50**

-0.27*

-0.55**

1

0.58**

0.76**

0.82**

0.22

0.01

0.22

0.09

0.20

0.17

CH

-0.15

-0.12

-0.07

0.54**

1

0.42**

0.56**

0.23

-0.09

0.17

0.04

0.17

0.10

M

-0.59**

-0.39**

-0.64**

0.67**

0.29*

1

0.83**

0.39**

0.08

0.25

0.11

0.11

0.18

SCS

-0.82**

-0.72**

-0.80**

0.78**

0.47**

0.80**

1

0.41**

0.09

0.31*

0.07

0.12

0.19

CS

0.02

-0.13

0.21

0.13

0.23

0.10

0.08

1

0.31*

0.07

0.23

0.32*

0.30*

ATG-S

0.07

0.11

0.17

0.11

0.32*

0.11

0.03

0.40**

1

0.40**

0.36*

0.42**

0.68**

ATG-T

-0.02

0.00

0.20

0.06

0.23

0.10

0.04

0.24

0.53**

1

0.37*

0.38**

0.68**

GI-S

0.10

0.05

0.05

-0.02

0.07

0.06

-0.02

0.33*

0.42**

0.25

1

0.80**

0.85**

GI-T

0.22

0.12

0.28*

0.00

0.17

-0.15

-0.15

0.35**

0.39**

0.49**

0.63**

1

0.86**

GEQ

0.11

0.08

0.22

0.05

0.25

0.05

-0.03

0.43**

0.76**

0.76**

0.75**

0.80**

1

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion. The top corner represents male athletes,
while the bottom corner represents female athletes.
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Table 7
Male versus female athlete bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 2
SJ

IS

OI

SK

CH

M

SCS

CS

ATG-S

ATG-T

GI-S

GI-T

GEQ

SJ

1

0.61**

0.64**

-0.15

-0.16

-0.25

-0.64**

0.03

-0.12

-0.26

-0.16

-0.13

-0.20

IS

0.49**

1

0.66**

-0.20

-0.01

-0.25

-0.63**

-0.12

-0.19

-0.26

-0.24

-0.10

-0.22

OI

0.66**

0.52**

1

-0.30*

-0.11

-0.41**

-0.73**

-0.17

0.01

-0.14

-0.13

-0.26

-0.16

SK

-0.46**

-0.24

-0.44**

1

0.66**

0.77**

0.76**

0.00

0.18

0.32*

0.13

0.21

0.25

CH

-0.19

-0.12

-0.15

0.62**

1

0.62**

0.64**

-0.12

-0.08

0.18

-0.10

-0.07

-0.01

M

-0.39**

-0.33*

-0.53**

0.81**

0.54**

1

0.80**

0.15

0.15

0.20

0.14

0.19

0.19

SCS

-0.73**

-0.63**

-0.76**

0.81**

0.61**

0.82**

1

0.07

0.12

0.32*

0.16

0.19

0.23

CS

0.02

-0.12

-0.06

0.12

0.14

0.34*

0.18

1

0.28

0.36*

0.48**

0.48**

0.46**

ATG-S

-0.13

-0.14

-0.04

0.15

0.18

0.13

0.18

0.20

1

0.71**

0.72**

0.67**

0.88**

ATG-T

-0.24

-0.16

-0.09

0.27*

0.35**

0.19

0.30*

0.21

0.54**

1

0.60**

0.67**

0.87**

GI-S

0.04

-0.07

-0.02

-0.11

-0.01

0.03

-0.01

0.47**

0.46**

0.27

1

0.67**

0.85**

GI-T

-0.20

-0.23

-0.02

0.10

0.20

0.08

0.19

0.36**

0.56**

0.63**

0.60**

1

0.87**

GEQ

-0.18

-0.19

-0.06

0.14

0.24

0.14

0.22

0.38**

0.79**

0.81**

0.70**

0.87**

1

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M =
mindfulness, SCS = global self-compassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T =
individual attraction to the group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion. The top
corner represents male athletes, while the bottom corner represents female athletes.
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Table 8
Male athlete bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 1 versus Time Point 2
SJ_t2

IS_t2

OI_t2

SK_t2

CH_t2

M_t2

SCS_t2

CS_t2

ATGS_t2

ATGT_t2

GIS_t2

GIT_t2

GEQ_t2

SJ

0.52**

0.36*

0.45**

-0.38**

-0.31*

-0.22

-0.53**

-0.06

0.09

-0.21

-0.03

-0.10

-0.08

IS

0.39**

0.62**

0.45**

-0.29

-0.11

-0.22

-0.49**

-0.24

-0.03

-0.24

-0.09

-0.03

-0.12

OI

0.40**

0.42**

0.51**

-0.39**

-0.37*

-0.37*

-0.59**

-0.33*

0.06

-0.15

-0.15

-0.06

-0.09

SK

-0.28

-0.19

-0.34*

0.64**

0.57**

0.52**

0.62**

0.02

0.03

0.22

0.01

0.21

0.14

CH

-0.14

-0.03

-0.13

0.31*

0.49**

0.31*

0.35*

0.19

-0.12

0.09

-0.16

0.08

-0.02

M

-0.20

-0.33*

-0.43**

0.63**

0.47**

0.59**

0.64**

0.12

-0.02

0.17

0.10

0.16

0.12

SCS

0.43**

-0.44**

-0.52**

0.59**

0.52**

0.50**

0.72**

0.22

-0.05

0.24

0.04

0.14

0.12

CS

-0.10

-0.11

-0.33*

0.12

0.02

0.31*

0.23

0.73**

0.21

0.24

0.40**

0.48**

0.39**

ATG-S

0.02

-0.23

-0.03

0.06

-0.09

0.07

0.07

0.33*

0.75**

0.47**

0.53**

0.52**

0.64**

ATG-T

-0.15

-0.18

-0.03

0.07

0.14

0.04

0.14

0.16

0.40**

0.71**

0.31*

0.27

0.49**

GI-S

0.01

-0.08

-0.06

0.04

-0.04

0.11

0.06

0.34*

0.36*

0.33*

0.71**

0.44**

0.52**

GI-T

-0.08

-0.07

-0.14

0.10

-0.04

0.18

0.13

0.40**

0.46**

0.47**

0.60**

0.73**

0.65**

GEQ

-0.06

-0.18

-0.09

0.08

-0.01

0.13

0.13

0.40**

0.62**

0.63**

0.70**

0.63**

0.74**

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion. T2 denotes Time point 2.
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Table 9
Female athlete bivariate correlations for variables at Time Point 1 versus Time Point 2
SJ

IS

OI

SK

CH

M

SCS

CS

ATG-S

ATGT

GI-S

GI-T

GEQ

SJ_t2

0.59**

0.28*

0.42**

-0.40**

-0.14

-0.48**

-0.52**

0.13

-0.04

-0.09

0.03

0.08

-0.01

IS_t2

0.52**

0.61**

0.38**

-0.24

-0.06

-0.39**

-0.52**

-0.19

-0.10

-0.10

-0.03

0.10

-0.05

OI_t2

0.67**

0.42**

0.58**

-0.38**

-0.01

-0.62**

-0.61**

0.03

-0.04

0.03

-0.08

0.25

0.04

SK_t2

-0.38**

-0.27*

-0.39**

0.70**

0.49**

0.66**

0.64**

0.06

0.05

0.06

-0.02

-0.12

0.00

CH_t2

-0.18

-0.19

-0.13

0.42**

0.39**

0.21

0.34*

0.11

0.18

0.19

0.15

0.08

0.20

M_t2

-0.44**

-0.38**

-0.47**

0.66**

0.38**

0.74**

0.69**

0.27*

0.10

0.10

0.20

-0.04

0.13

SCS_t2

-0.64**

-0.50**

-0.54**

0.64**

0.33*

0.71**

0.76**

0.11

0.12

0.12

0.09

-0.12

0.08

CS_t2

0.04

-0.13

0.06

0.17

0.22

0.11

0.12

0.79**

0.36**

0.29*

0.45**

0.41**

0.49**

ATGS_t2

-0.01

0.11

0.27*

0.00

0.26

0.09

-0.02

0.29*

0.79**

0.60**

0.36**

0.31*

0.67**

ATGT_t2

-0.17

-0.03

0.26

0.12

0.26

0.10

0.08

0.22

0.41**

0.74**

0.11

0.23

0.50**

GI-S_t2

0.12

0.04

0.19

-0.22

-0.03

-0.02

-0.14

0.32*

0.43**

0.41**

0.81**

0.62**

0.74**

GI-T_t2

-0.08

-0.05

0.23

0.00

0.20

0.01

0.02

0.28*

0.38**

0.67**

0.46**

0.68**

0.72**

GEQ_t2

-0.06

0.02

0.30*

-0.02

0.23

0.06

-0.01

0.34*

0.62**

0.77**

0.51**

0.56**

0.81**

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
SJ = self-judgment, IS = isolation, OI = over-identification, SK = self-kindness, CH = common humanity, M = mindfulness, SCS = global selfcompassion, CS = global compassion for teammates, ATG-S = individual attraction to the group-social, ATG-T = individual attraction to the
group-task, GI-S = group integration-social, GI-T = group integration-task, GEQ = global team cohesion. T2 denotes Time point 2.
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0.164, as well as Time 2, F(2, 97) = 10.94, p < 0.001; Wilk’s Λ = 0.816, partial η2 = 0.184.
Univariate results demonstrated that females reported higher compassion for teammates than
males at Time 1, Mdiff = 0.33, F(1, 98) = 18.20, p < 0.001, and at Time 2, Mdiff = 0.39, F(1, 98) =
22.01, p < 0.001. There were no differences in self-compassion levels at Time 1, F(1, 98) =
0.021, p = 0.886, or at Time 2, F(1, 98) = 0.051, p = 0.823. Another MANOVA test showed no
significant differences in the cohesion dimensions at Time 1, F(4, 95) = 1.818, p = 0.132; Wilk’s
Λ = 0.929, partial η2 = 0.071, or at Time 2, F(4, 95) = 0.695, p = 0.597; Wilk’s Λ = 0.972, partial
η2 = 0.028. Thus, it appeared only other-focused compassion was significantly different based on
sex.
Hypothesis Testing
Hierarchical multiple regressions were used to test the hypotheses for the study. The
regressions entailed two steps. First, the dependent variable at Time 2 was used as the outcome
variable, and its counterpart at Time 1 was used as the independent variable (i.e., model one).
Then in step 2, the independent variables of interest at Time 1 were inputted via the enter method
to explore whether they were predictive of the outcome variable. This represented model 2,
which included the independent variable from model one. For self-compassion and other-focused
compassion, global scores were used; however, for cohesion the four dimensions were examined
separately. In total, six regressions were run for the overall sample, in addition to male and
female athletes separately.
Compassion for teammates. A multiple regression was used to explore compassion for
teammates (i.e., other-focused compassion) as an outcome variable for all athletes (Table 10).
Model one was represented by entering compassion for teammates at Time 1 (β = 0.795, p <
0.001), to predict compassion for teammates at Time 2, F(1,98) = 168.180, p < 0.001.
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Table 10

Multiple regression summary predicting other-focused compassion and self-compassion for all
athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F change

Significant
F change

1

OC (T1)

OC (T2)

0.795***

0.632

1,
98

168.180

0.000

2

OC (T1)

0.743***

0.657

1.747

0.146

ATG-S (T1)

0.007

5,
94

ATG-T (T1)

0.003

GI-S (T1)

0.136

GI-T (T1)

0.036
0.738***

0.545

1,
98

117.293

0.000

0.552

5,
94

0.384

0.819

1

SC (T1)

SC (T2)

2

SC (T1)

0.735***

ATG-S (T1)

0.047

ATG-T (T1)

-0.010

GI-S (T1)

0.096

GI-T (T1)

-0.073

Note: ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by ATG-S (individual
attraction to the group-social), ATG-T (individual attraction to the group-task), GI-S (group integration-social), and
GI-T (group integration-task). Self-compassion and other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) are
represented by SC and OC, respectively. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2.
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Compassion for teammates at Time 1 accounted for 63.2% of the variance at Time 2. Team
cohesion elements (ATG-S, ATG-T, GI-S, and GI-T) were then added via the enter method in the
second step of the regression. Therefore, the second model represented compassion for
teammates and cohesion dimensions at Time 1 to predict other-focused compassion at Time 2.
Model 2 accounted for 65.7% of the variance for other-focused compassion at Time 2, F(5,94) =
36.059, p < 0.001 . However, this was mostly attributed to compassion for teammates at Time 1,
β = 0.743, p < 0.001, meaning that the cohesion dimensions did not predict the outcome variable.
Individual attraction to the group- social (β = 0.007, p = 0.930), individual attraction to the
group-task (β = 0.003, p = 0.964), group integration-social (β = 0.136, p = 0.125), and groupintegration-task (β = 0.036, p = 0.700) did not emerge as significant predictors when examining
compassion for teammates.
Self-compassion. Another multiple regression was run to examine self-compassion as the
outcome variable in relation to cohesion dimensions as predictor variables. The first model was
created using self-compassion at Time 1 (β = 0.738, p < 0.001) to predict self-compassion at
Time 2, F(1,98) = 117.293, p < 0.001, which accounted for 54.5% of variance. Entering the
cohesion dimensions via forced entry then created model 2. Self-compassion and cohesion
dimensions at Time 1 accounted for 55.2% of variance when predicting self-compassion at Time
2, F(5,94) = 23.177, p < 0.001. This was mostly due to self-compassion at Time 1 (β = 0.735, p <
0.001), with none of the cohesion elements being significant predictors. Thus, ATG-S (β = 0.047,
p = 0.565), ATG-T (β = -0.010, p = 0.901), GI-S (β = 0.096, p = 0.341), and GI-T (β = -0.073, p
= 0.486) were not predictive of self-compassion. A summary can be found in Table 10.
Team cohesion. Multiple regressions were also run to see if self-compassion and otherfocused compassion could predict the four cohesion dimensions for the overall sample.
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Regression values are summarized in Table 11 and Table 12. Self-compassion (β = 0.082, p =
0.218) and compassion for teammates (β = 0.001, p = 0.994) did not significantly predict ATGS. For ATG-T, self-compassion (β = 0.015, p = 0.836) was not an important predictor, however
compassion for teammates (β = 0.137, p = 0.058) was a marginal predictor. Moreover, selfcompassion (β = -0.106, p = 0.112) did not significantly predict GI-S; however, compassion for
teammates did (β = 0.196, p = 0.006). Finally, self-compassion did not predict GI-T (β = 0.048, p
= 0.510), while compassion for teammates was a marginal predictor (β = 0.149, p = 0.056). In
summary, self-compassion did not predict any dimensions of cohesion. In contrast, compassion
for teammates marginally predicted ATG-T and GI-T, and significantly predicted GI-S for the
overall sample of 100 athletes.
Male versus female athletes. The same regressions were run, but further analysis was
done to distinguish male from female athletes.
Compassion for teammates. Perceptions of cohesions, including ATG-S (β = 0.045, p =
0.715), ATG-T (β = 0.032, p = 0.788), GI-S (β = 0.097, p = 0.577), and GI-T (β = 0.077, p =
0.673) did not significantly predict compassion for teammates in male athletes. For female
athletes, this was similar for ATG-S (β = -0.073, p = 0.503), ATG-T (β = 0.094, p = 0.384), GI-S
(β = 0.215, p = 0.060), and GI-T (β = 0.001, p = 0.996). A summary can be found in Table 13.
Self-compassion. Self-compassion was again looked at as an outcome variable, using the
cohesion elements as predictor variables. For male athletes, ATG-S (β = 0.013, p = 0.919), ATGT (β = -0.119, p = 0.361), GI-S (β = -0.041, p = 0.823), and GI-T (β = 0.110, p = 0.559) were not
important predictors for self-compassion. Female athletes showed similar results for ATG-S (β =
0.029, p = 0.794), ATG-T (β = 0.126, p = 0.289), GI-S (β = 0.197, p = 0.112), and GI-T (β = 0.208, p = 0.119). Results are summarized in Table 14.
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Table 11

Multiple regression summary predicting individual attraction to the group cohesion elements for
all athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F change

Significant
F change

1

ATG-S (T1)

ATG-S (T2)

0.773***

0.597

1,
98

145.078

0.000

2

ATG-S (T1)

0.777***

0.604

0.815

0.445

SC (T1)

-0.082

3,
96

OC (T1)

0.001
0.721***

0.520

1,
98

106.003

0.000

0.540

3,
96

2.083

0.130

1

ATG-T (T1)

ATG-T (T2)

2

ATG-T (T1)

0.710***

SC (T1)

0.015

OC (T1)

0.137

Note: ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by ATG-S (individual
attraction to the group-social), and ATG-T (individual attraction to the group-task). Self-compassion and otherfocused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) are represented by SC and OC, respectively. T1 and T2 denote
time points 1 and 2.
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Table 12
Multiple regression summary predicting group integration cohesion elements for all athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F change

Significant
F change

1

GI-S (T1)

GI-S (T2)

0.753***

0.567

1,
98

128.161

0.000

2

GI-S (T1)

0.701***

0.603

4.442

0.014

SC (T1)

-0.106

3,
96

OC (T1)

0.196**
0.707***

0.499

1,
98

97.772

0.000

0.525

3,
96

2.610

0.079

1

GI-T (T1)

GI-T (T2)

2

GI-T (T1)

0.660***

SC (T1)

0.048

OC (T1)

0.149

Note: **denotes significance at the p < 0.01 level. ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion
elements are represented by GI-S (group integration-social) and GI-T (group integration-task). Self-compassion and
other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) are represented by SC and OC, respectively. T1 and T2
denote time points 1 and 2.
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Table 13
Multiple regression summary predicting other-focused compassion for male and female athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

1

OC (T1)

OC (T2)

0.734***

0.539 1,
44

51.379

0.000

0.793***

0.629 1,
52

88.072

0.000

2

OC (T1)

0.670***

0.576 5,
40

0.891

0.478

0.729***

0.675 5,
48

1.705

0.164

ATG-S
(T1)

0.045

-0.073

ATG-T
(T1)

0.032

0.094

GI-S (T1)

0.097

0.215

GI-T (T1)

0.077

0.001

Note: ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by ATG-S (individual attraction to the group-social), ATG-T (individual
attraction to the group-task), GI-S (group integration-social), and GI-T (group integration-task). Other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) is
represented by OC. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2. The shaded box represents male athlete values, while female values are represented to the right of this.

COMPASSION IN ATHLETES

56

Table 14

Multiple regression summary predicting self-compassion for male and female athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

1

SC (T1)

SC (T2)

0.719***

0.517 1,
44

47.118

0.000

0.761***

0.578 1,
52

71.361

0.000

2

SC (T1)

0.745***

0.531 5,
40

0.288

0.884

0.729***

0.616 5,
48

1.166

0.337

ATG-S
(T1)

0.013

0.029

ATG-T
(T1)

-0.119

0.126

GI-S (T1)

-0.041

0.197

GI-T (T1)

0.110

-0.208

Note: ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by ATG-S (individual attraction to the group-social), ATG-T (individual
attraction to the group-task), GI-S (group integration-social), and GI-T (group integration-task). Other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) is
represented by OC. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2. The shaded box represents male athlete values, while female values are represented to the right of this
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Team cohesion. Self-compassion and compassion for teammates were examined as
predictor variables for each dimension of cohesion. Table 15 summarizes regressions for
individual attraction to the group dimensions, and Table 16 represents group integration
dimensions. In male athletes, neither self-compassion (β = -0.134, p = 0.227) nor compassion for
teammates (β = 0.031, p = 0.791) predicted ATG-S. This was also true for female athletes (selfcompassion, β = -0.038, p = 0.658; compassion for teammates, β = -0.035, p = 0.715). Regarding
ATG-T for males, compassion for teammates (β = 0.225, p = 0.056) was a marginal predictor,
whereas self-compassion was not (β = -0.069, p = 0.570). Self-compassion (β = 0.047, p = 0.627)
and compassion for teammates (β = 0.045, p = 0.648) did not predict ATG-T for female athletes.
Although self-compassion did not predict GI-S (β = -0.122, p = 0.276) for males,
compassion for teammates did (β = 0.301, p = 0.011). Both self-compassion (β = 0.128, p =
0.127) and other-focused compassion (β = 0.078, p = 0.379) were not predictive of GI-S for
females. Finally, compassion for teammates also predicted GI-T for males (β = 0.296, p = 0.012),
but not self-compassion (β = -0.053, p = 0.622). Self-compassion (β = 0.115, p = 0.276) and
compassion for teammates (β = 0.030, p = 0.787) were not significant predictors for GI-T in
female athletes. In summary, self-compassion was not predictive of cohesion perceptions for
either males or females. For female athletes, compassion for teammates was not an important
predictor either. However, compassion for teammates in male athletes appeared to be important
for GI-S and GI-T, in addition to marginally predicting ATG-T, which is a major finding of this
thesis.
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Table 15
Multiple regression summary predicting individual attraction to the group cohesion elements for male and female athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

Standardized
Beta
coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

1

ATG-S
(T1)

ATG-S
(T2)

0.752***

0.566 1,
44

57.428

0.000

0.791***

0.626 1,
52

87.110

0.000

2

ATG-S
(T1)

0.755***

0.582 3,
42

0.780

0.465

0.806***

0.629 3,
50

0.180

0.836

SC (T1)

-0.134

-0.038

OC (T1)

0.031

-0.035

1

ATG-T
(T1)

2

ATG-T
(T2)

0.708***

0.501 1,
44

44.232

0.000

0.737***

0.544 1,
52

61.949

0.000

ATG-T
(T1)

0.714***

0.544 3,
42

1.970

0.152

0.725***

0.548 3,
50

0.242

0.786

SC (T1)

-0.069

0.047

OC (T1)

0.225

0.045

Note: ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by ATG-S (individual attraction to the group-social) and ATG-T
(individual attraction to the group-task). Self-compassion and other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) are represented by SC and OC,
respectively. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2. The shaded box represents male athlete values, while female values are represented to the right of this.
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Table 16
Multiple regression summary predicting group integration cohesion elements for male and female athletes
Model
Step

Predictor
variable(s)

Outcome
variable

Standardized
Beta coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

Standardized
Beta coefficient

R2

df

F
change

Significant
F change

1

GI-S (T1)

GI-S
(T2)

0.706***

0.498

1,
44

43.658

0.000

0.801***

0.641

1,
52

92.967

0.000

2

GI-S (T1)

0.644***

0.570

3.517

0.039

0.772***

0.661

0.236

-0.122

3,
50

1.486

SC (T1)

3,
42

OC (T1)

0.301*

1

GI-T (T1)

2

GI-T
(T2)

-0.128
0.078

0.725***

0.526

1,
44

48.734

0.000

0.683***

0.466

1,
52

45.368

0.000

GI-T (T1)

0.635***

0.595

3.611

0.036

0.689***

0.480

0.501

-0.053

3,
50

0.700

SC (T1)

3,
42

OC (T1)

0.296*

0.115
0.030

Note:*denotes significance at the p < 0.05 level. ***denotes significance at the p < 0.001 level. Cohesion elements are represented by GI-S (group integrationsocial) and GI-T (group integration-task). Self-compassion and other-focused compassion (i.e., compassion for teammates) are represented by SC and OC,
respectively. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2. The shaded box represents male athlete values, while female values are represented to the right of this.
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore self-compassion and compassion for teammates
as related to group cohesion. It was proposed that self-compassion would predict team cohesion,
while the relationship of compassion for teammates and team cohesion would be reciprocal. The
hypotheses for the study were partially supported. Although there was no significant relationship
found between self-compassion and group cohesion, compassion for teammates predicted groupintegration cohesion elements. Further, this relationship was only found for male athletes. Given
the exploratory nature of this study, this is an exciting finding that highlights the potential
importance of compassion for others in a sport setting. The current study’s findings will be
discussed with respect to the following sections: compassion for teammates, self-compassion,
limitations and future directions, and finally, implications for sport environments.
Compassion for Teammates
It was hypothesized that compassion for teammates and team cohesion would be
significantly related to each other. The present study supported this hypothesis and supplements
literature that has found relationships between other-compassion and group outcomes. For
example, those who perceive compassionate employment settings are more likely to be
committed to the organization and demonstrate greater teamwork, as well as be less absent from
their job (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014; Eldor & Shoshani, 2016; Lilius et al., 2008; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). In Hein and colleagues’ (2010) study, participants were more willing to
endure pain (i.e., willing to take a painful shock versus letting someone else feel the shock) for
someone they perceived to be part of their group (i.e., compassionate behaviour). Also, empathy
(i.e., being able to understand others’ emotions) is related to greater cohesion and could even
increase group performance (Rapisarda, 2002). Lastly, compassion for others predicts the use of
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conflict resolution strategies such as problem-solving (Feher, 2016), and effective conflict
resolutions are associated with positive emotions and relationships in groups (Desivilya & Yagil,
2005). These conditions may help foster group cohesion, supporting the relationship found
between other-compassion and group cohesion in the present study.
The current results also support the proposed hypothesis that there would be a predictive
relationship between compassion for teammates and team cohesion. The following sections will
first outline a potential explanation for why other-compassion only predicted group integration
(GI), but not individual attraction to the group (ATG), aspects of cohesion. Following this, two
main sections will address the higher levels of other-compassion exhibited by females, as well as
factors to help explain the compassion-cohesion relationship findings.
Compassion for teammates predicting GI aspects of cohesion. In the present study,
one’s own compassion for teammates was measured, as opposed to the perception of how much
compassion was being received from others. This may be why other-focused compassion only
predicted the GI, as opposed to ATG, elements of cohesion. It makes sense that the degree to
which one expresses outward compassion to his or her teammates would predict the closeness,
bonding, and similarity of the group as a whole. Batson and colleagues (2005) suggested
compassion is rooted in nurturance, where individuals have a desire to care for others regardless
of perceived similarities. It is possible that expressing compassion for teammates in this manner
fosters a subsequent sense of unity within the team. If this is true, it fits accordingly with the
finding that one’s expression of outward compassion can predict the closeness of the group.
Perhaps then, the degree to which one receives compassion from teammates would predict his or
her attraction to the group.
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Sex differences in compassion for others. Aligning with the present study, previous
research has also demonstrated that women have a greater propensity for outward compassion
compared to men (Neff & Pommier, 2013; Salazar, 2015; Sprecher & Fehr, 2005; Strauss et al.,
2016). The following literature helps to explain why this may be the case.
Tend and befriend theory. According to tend and befriend theory, people respond to
stress or threat by affiliating with others, and this is thought to be a more prominent response for
women (Taylor, 2011). Taylor explained that this ties in with our evolutionary past, highlighting
that men were traditionally responsible for hunting and protection, while women focused on
taking care of their children. In times of threat or stress, men were more likely to engage in the
fight or flight response in order to survive. Women, however, had to protect both themselves and
their offspring, and the more sustainable option was to seek social support as a means to cope.
Just as humans require the basic needs of sexual drive, hunger, and thirst, they also need valuable
social relationships. From an evolutionary stance then, being compassionate worked in women’s
favour.
The following explanation supports tend and befriend theory. When women experience
relationship distress (i.e., feeling as though someone doesn’t understand or is unsupportive;
feeling unhappy about the relationship), they tend to have higher levels of the hormone oxytocin
(Taylor, 2006; Taylor, Saphire-Bernstein, & Seeman, 2010; Turner, Altemus, Enos, Cooper, &
McGuiness, 1999). Oxytocin has an affiliative function, meaning it plays a role in our desire to
reach out and form social bonds (Taylor, 2006). Furthermore, estrogen is a female-dominant
hormone that enhances oxytocin’s effects (i.e., seeking affiliation and social bonds; Taylor,
2006). Hence, women are more prone to tending and befriending when experiencing stress. That
is, they seek to create and maintain meaningful positive relationships when dealing with difficult
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situations. This is consistent with research suggesting that women are more likely to both receive
and offer support (Monnier, Stone, Hobfoll, & Johnson, 1998; Shumaker & Hill, 1991). Previous
literature has also demonstrated that women experience more stress than males in both general
and sport settings, resulting in seeking more social support as a coping mechanism (Anshel,
Sutarso, & Jubenville, 2009; Crocker & Graham; 1995; Day & Livingstone, 2003; Hoar,
Kowalski, Gaudreau, & Crocker; 2006; Rosenfeld, Richman, & Hardy; 1989; Sherman & Walls,
1995). The above research coincides with tend and befriend theory and provides rationale for the
self-reported higher other-compassion in females.
Social support and coping. Supporting tend and befriend theory, previous literature has
outlined the differences that emerge for males and females when it comes to social support and
coping. Research suggests that women have more confidants to turn to for support (Shumaker &
Hill, 1991). Contradicting this, male athletes have reported more sources of social support
(Yang, Peek-Asa, Lowe, Heiden, & Foster, 2010). Though this is conflicting, there is one
common consensus among many researchers: Females, in the general and sport literature, are
more willing to seek help and utilize their support networks when stressed or in need (Rosenfeld
et al., 1989; Shumaker & Hill, 1991; Yang et al., 2010). These support sources tend to be family
and friends (Day & Livingstone, 2003; Yang et al., 2010). Women use strategies like verbal
expressions to others, as well as seeking and receiving emotional support (Reevy & Maslach,
2001; Tamres, Janicki, & Helgeson, 2002), which could be useful in their pursuit for social
support from others. Since they are more likely to utilize their social support sources, it makes
sense women are more prone to self-report other-focused compassion.
Sex differences and the compassion-cohesion relationship. The current study found a
compassion-cohesion relationship for male athletes only. The following sections help to explain
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this finding. It is important to note that actual differences were not tested (i.e., formal moderation
analysis); rather, the sample was divided into male versus female athletes and the regressions
were run separately for each.
Ceiling effect. A ceiling effect occurs when a large portion of participants score near or at
the upper limit of a measure (Lewis-Beck, Bryman, & Liao, 2004). The maximum score that
could be reported on the Compassion Scale was a value of 5.0. For female athletes, the mean
value of compassion for teammates at Time 1 was 4.42 with a standard deviation of 0.33 (Table
2), reflecting low variation and most scores being clustered near the maximum of 5.0. A
restricted range of variance can increase the chance of falsely rejecting the null hypothesis (i.e.,
type II error; Lewis-Beck et al., 2004). In other words, this means it is possible that compassion
for teammates could predict cohesion for females. However, the presence of a ceiling effect
would have made it difficult for statistical significance to be detected. Because the majority of
female athletes’ other-compassion scores were close to the maximum value, it may have been
hard to distinguish whether compassion for teammates mattered for cohesion. One future
recommendation to avoid this might be to increase the range of the scale (i.e., using a 1-10 scale
rather than a 1-5 scale). This is one potential way to address the ceiling effect on measures
(Lewis-Beck et al., 2004).
Gender norms. The way men and women are socialized into gender-roles may have had
an influence on the present study. Eisenberg and Lennon (1983) explained that women are
typically socialized to fulfill a role that is characteristic of caring, sympathy, and empathy. This
could result in women desiring or being expected to behave in ways that enact these
characteristics.
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Self-reporting. One consideration that can be taken into account is that females may
have falsely, but unintentionally, reported higher scores. An alternative explanation in the
literature proposed that men and women do not actually vary in terms of other-compassion.
Instead, differences arise due to the pressure of gender-norms on self-reporting (Eisenberg &
Lennon, 1983). Women may feel pressure to satisfy this gender norm of caring, since they are
expected to behave this way. In their review of sex differences in empathy, Eisenberg and
Lennon summarized that empathy differences can be attributed to variance in measurement
methods rather than the individual’s actual ability. Females are more likely to exhibit higher
scores when it is more obvious that the behaviour or trait is being assessed (i.e., self-report
questionnaires).
Other research relates to this and has also found women may be more motivated to fulfill
this role if they know they are being evaluated on it (Graham & Ickes, 1997; Klein & Hodges,
2001). For example, when a sympathy questionnaire was administered to women before an
empathic accuracy task (i.e., accurately inferring what someone is thinking or feeling), higher
empathic accuracy was achieved (Klein & Hodges, 2001). However, the reverse order did not
produce the same results. Klein and Hodges explained that the sympathy questionnaire prompted
women to think of what they were being evaluated on and may have led to the desire for higher
scores. However, when money compensation was introduced, empathic accuracy increased in
both men and women with no sex differences arising. Varying situations and relationships can
influence one’s ability to be empathetic. Although one must be able to understand the other
person, motivational factors (i.e., money) also affect the ability to resonate with someone else
(Klein & Hodges, 2001). In conclusion, they believed women may have been affected by the
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need to fulfill their stereotypical role, but found motivational factors could influence empathy
overall.
Societal expectations. The former explanation suggests the propensity to be
compassionate for others is equal for men and women. However, it is possible that the
socialization of gender norms does actually shape women to be this way. Since women should
act compassionately to others, perhaps their behaviour is not as meaningful due to these
expectations. Conversely, it is not typically expected of men to show compassion for others.
Therefore, if they engage in such behaviour it may be perceived as having a much bigger impact
than when women show compassion. Since men are less likely to seek help when needed (see
Social support and coping section), team members may be an important source of support for
males. If males actually show compassion to their teammates, it may create an environment
where they feel supported and do not feel the need to turn elsewhere, knowing team members are
there for them. This supports the finding that compassion for teammates could predict team
cohesion for males in the present study.
Self-Compassion
Self-compassion levels are typically higher in men within the general population (Neff,
2003a; Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Neff & Pommier, 2013; Neff & Vonk, 2009; Salazar, 2015;
Yarnell et al., 2015). In a study with athletes though, there was no difference discovered between
men and women (Huysmans & Clement, 2017), and this is consistent with the finding in this
study. It is possible that self-compassion may emerge differently within athletic populations, but
additional research should confirm this as self-compassion is less understood in male athletes.
The hypothesis that self-compassion would predict group cohesion was not supported.
This contradicts research that has found that self-compassion is related to the group context for
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athletes, including social support (Jeon et al., 2016) and learning how to be self-compassionate
through observing teammates (Ingstrup et al., 2017). In the general literature, self-compassion
has also been related to important group outcomes such as conflict resolution (Yarnell & Neff,
2013), relational well-being (Neff & Beretvas, 2013), decreased avoidance in social situations
(Gerber et al., 2015), and taking responsibility for mistakes (Breines & Chen, 2012; Neff, Rude,
& Kirkpatrick, 2007; Zhang & Chen, 2016). Despite much evidence that self-compassion is a
key quality related to positive interpersonal functioning, the current study did not support this
hypothesis. Further research should seek to confirm or challenge these results, as there is a lack
of research relating self-compassion to the group context.
There are some potential reasons for the lack of relationship between self-compassion
and team cohesion. Self-compassion has positive benefits for youth populations and can be
influenced in one’s childhood (Bluth et al., 2016; Klingle & Van Vliet, 2017; Pepping et al.,
2015). Similarly, reiterated throughout this thesis, self-compassion is also beneficial for adults.
However, some research has suggested that it is more important and effective at older ages. For
example, self-compassion is linked to other-compassion, altruism, and empathic concern for
older adults, but not undergraduate students (Neff & Pommier, 2013). Also, a stronger
relationship exists between self-compassion and well-being for middle-aged adults versus early
adulthood (Hwang, Kim, Yang, & Yang, 2016). According to Neff (2003a), high selfcompassion is reflected by scores of 3.50 or higher on the Self-Compassion Scale. In the present
study, mean self-compassion scores were below 3.50 for both male and female athletes at both
time points (Table 2). It is possible that many athletes in the study have not fully embodied selfcompassion and thus do not have high enough self-compassion levels to experience the benefits.
This may explain why self-compassion failed to predict team cohesion. Fortunately, self-
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compassion is something that can be learned through interventions and other people (Bluth et al.,
2016; Ingstrup et al., 2017; Mosewich et al., 2013; Neff & Germer, 2013).
Athletes have also expressed needing self-criticism to be successful in sport. They know
the benefits of self-compassion, but are also skeptical that it can lead to complacency or
mediocrity (Ferguson et al., 2014; Sutherland et al., 2014). As a result, they may avoid trying to
embrace such a mindset and be unaware of its positive contribution to athlete development and
success. However, there are clear benefits of self-compassion outlined by many researchers
(Ferguson et al., 2014; Ferguson et al., 2015; Ingstrup et al., 2017; Mosewich et al., 2013; Reis et
al., 2015). Perhaps a lack of education in self-compassion, and thus the hesitance to engage in
this manner, could explain why it did not predict cohesion.
Limitations and Future Directions
To the knowledge of the researcher, this is the first study to address compassion for
others within a sport setting, as well as to relate self-compassion to team cohesion. Some
important findings emerged, but further research should confirm if results are replicable. The
study certainly had its limitations, and these are acknowledged in the following sections for
future researchers to build upon.
Sample considerations. The study sample should first be acknowledged. Athletes came
from Ontario universities. In addition, they predominantly represented interdependent sports,
also known as team sports (i.e., basketball and hockey), as opposed to individual sports (i.e.,
cross country, swimming). These athletes may not be representative of athletes from other
geographic locations or different sports (e.g., soccer, tennis, volleyball, track and field, etc.).
Furthermore, only 100 athletes were examined in the study. Future studies should seek to recruit
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more athletes, as well as examine individuals with a diverse range of backgrounds (i.e., different
sports, varying locations) to allow generalizability, or to account for potential differences.
Methodological considerations. This study utilized survey research and measured the
variables via self-report questionnaires. Krosnick (1999) pointed out some potential issues that
may come up in survey research, including social desirability bias, optimizing versus satisficing,
and open versus closed-ended questions. Social desirability bias entails over-reporting of
favourable attitudes or under-reporting of behaviours seen as socially unacceptable. Athletes may
have over-reported other-compassion levels, seeing it as a desirable trait they should be showing
toward teammates.
Optimizing and satisficing have to do with the cognitive processes involved when
determining how and what to answer in response to questions. In the cognitive process of
answering questions, respondents have to properly interpret the question, integrate their relevant
experience by accessing internal thoughts, then make the necessary judgment to tie all this
together and formulate the best option or answer. A lot of cognitive effort may be needed to pick
the most optimal answer, also known as optimizing. On the other end of the spectrum is
satisficing, where respondents put less thought and effort into their response. They may just skim
a question (not fully gauging what is being asked), reflect on experiences with less insight, make
poor judgment when integrating their experience with questions, and subsequently choose an
inappropriate answer.
These concepts of optimizing and satisficing can be applied to the athletes of this study.
As athletes navigated through the questionnaires, it is hard to capture who or what they may have
been thinking about. If athletes had a salient experience on their mind that was not representative
of their usual tendencies, this may have affected how they answered. Athletes may have also
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been thinking of specific teammates or situations, rather than generally. Two example items from
the Compassion Scale are “when others feel sadness, I try to comfort them”, and “if I see a
teammate going through a difficult time, I try to be caring toward that person”. The act of
comforting for one athlete may mean physical or tangible support, but emotional support for
another athlete. In addition, if an athlete has an idea of what ‘comfort’ should be and answers
based on that representation, he or she may have answered differently if other means of comfort
were considered. The individual variation here could be limiting in that athletes across the study
could have reflected on varying ideas of what compassion (both other- and self-compassion)
could look like, consequently influencing how they answered.
Future research might address the above problem with the use of vignettes or other
qualitative methods, such as interviews. Vignettes portray short stories of specific situations that
can help to explore respondents’ perceptions and beliefs of these situations (Barter & Renold,
1999; Finch 1987; Spalding & Phillips, 2007). The technique of vignettes could provide
consistency by forcing athletes to consider and respond to the same situation. Krosnick (1999)
also outlined the potential advantage of open-ended questions highlighting that it gives the
opportunity for people to provide more elaborate answers and freedom of expression. Since
compassion is a newer area within sport psychology, it would be useful to incorporate interviews
as a way to understand the meaning of compassion to athletes and if it even matters within sport.
This method could also help elucidate differences between emotional and cognitive empathy,
which is further discussed below.
The multifaceted nature of compassion for others. Moving forward with compassion
literature, researchers should be aware of the complex nature of compassion for others when
developing research questions. Gilbert (2015) proposed two ‘psychologies’ of compassion. The
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first entails being able to engage with and understand someone’s suffering. This includes being
sympathetic, non-judgmental, acknowledging suffering, and utilizing emotional and cognitive
empathy skills to understand others. This is analogous to empathy, which is the ability to feel
what others are feeling. Emotional empathy is vicariously sharing emotions with others, whereas
cognitive empathy involves one’s ability for mental perspective taking and being able to
understand why people think or behave the way they do (Smith, 2006). Research supports this
difference as both types of empathy have been linked to distinct regions of the brain (ShamayTsorry, Aharon-Peretz, & Perry, 2009). However, for compassion to be effective the second
‘psychology’ of compassion needs to be addressed. This involves having the wisdom to know
what to do and how to act when putting compassion into action. The second psychology
comprises the following: knowing what cues to attend to, knowing how and what to do to
alleviate suffering, taking context into account, and expressing appropriate feelings and
emotions. Knowing the complex aspects of compassion can help to unravel how it emerges
within sport settings.
Perspectives of compassion. Athletes’ perceptions of their own compassion for
teammates was measured, as opposed to received compassion from teammates. As mentioned
earlier (see Other-compassion predicting GI aspects of cohesion section), measuring received
compassion may yield different outcomes, including the ability to predict ATG aspects of
cohesion. In the organizational psychology literature, receiving compassion has been related to
favourable group outcomes (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014; Choi et al., 2016; Eldor & Shoshani,
2016; Lilius et al., 2008; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Researchers can also consider whether
they want to measure perceived versus received compassion. Perceived compassion is the degree
to which an athlete believes he or she would receive compassion if they needed it, whereas
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received compassion relates to the actual compassion provided by others. With social support,
both perceived and received social support are related to self-confidence in athletes (Freeman &
Rees, 2010; Gould et al., 1999). However, it has been highlighted that just the mere perception of
social support for athletes is enough for positive outcomes (DeFreese & Smith, 2013). The same
may be true of compassion for others. Additionally, the variety of compassion sources within
one’s social network (i.e., coaches, parents, friends, etc.) may be valuable to explore.
In addition to the above discussion on perspectives of compassion, more fundamentally
there is currently no universal definition of other-compassion used amongst researchers. Strauss
and colleagues (2016) reviewed various compassion measures and suggested a new measure
integrating various definitions should be created. Perhaps a sport-specific measure would also be
useful for athletic settings. Future research should seek to understand what compassion means
and how it emerges among athletes. This might begin with qualitative research, conducting
interviews to obtain information-rich responses, followed by the development of a more
appropriate sport-specific tool.
Finally, as the concepts and knowledge surrounding compassion start to develop, it may
be worthwhile to implement compassion interventions. In the current study, compassion for
teammates predicted team cohesion. As such, increasing athletes’ compassion levels provides an
option for increasing cohesion among sport groups, especially for male athletes. Kirby (2017)
summarized six empirically supported interventions that can be used to increase people’s
compassion, but most of these have been implemented within the general population. Future
researchers might consider incorporating these into the sport psychology field.
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Sport Implications
The novel findings from this study open many potential avenues for the field of sport
psychology. In the following sections, sport implications for compassion toward others and
cohesion will be discussed in relation to emotional intelligence, social support, and leadership.
These concepts may influence or be influenced by the compassion-cohesion relationship. Also,
self-compassion will be outlined for those wishing to further pursue this research area.
Compassion for others. Compassion for others may be a crucial factor in athletic
development and for sport teams. As found in this study, compassion for teammates was
discovered as a key predictor of cohesion elements, specifically for male athletes and in both task
and social cohesion. Cohesive teams have been shown to perform better and be more successful
(Carron et al., 2002; Carron, Colman, et al., 2002; Gioldasis et al., 2016). Also, cohesion has
been related to athletes’ intention to return to their team (Spink et al., 2010; Spink et al., 2015),
as well as effective coach-athlete relationships (Jowett & Chaundry, 2004). Since othercompassion was able to predict cohesion elements in this study, it may indirectly influence the
above relationships (though this was not tested in the current thesis). For example, since
cohesion has been related to better performance and success, compassion for others may predict
better performance and success, with cohesion as a mediating variable.
Emotional intelligence. Emotional intelligence (EI) is described as the ability to
perceive, use, understand, and manage emotions, both in the context of oneself and surrounding
others (Mayer & Salovey, 1997). High EI may then be an antecedent of showing compassion for
others. Athletes with high emotional intelligence are able to do the following: recognize their
own and others’ emotions, use and manage their emotions effectively to deal with situations,
while recognizing the impact of these emotions (Duncan, Latimer-Cheung, & Brackett, 2014).
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Since emotional intelligence entails knowing how to properly read and use emotions, this may be
useful when attending to other people’s suffering and trying to help them through their
difficulties. High emotional intelligence (EI) in groups is related to increased cohesion (Moore &
Mamiseishvili, 2012; Rapisarda 2002). It is possible that compassion for others mediates the
relationship between emotional intelligence and cohesion.
Social support. Social support is important for athletes and their sport experiences. It is
important for predicting athletes’ self-confidence, in addition to buffering against stressful
situations (Freeman & Rees, 2010; Rees & Freeman, 2007). Also, social support is associated
with less burnout and increased self-determined motivation (Defreese & Smith, 2013). It has
been suggested that cohesive groups may offer support and comfort in distressing situations
(Rom & Mikulincer, 2003). Compassion for others is non-judgmentally acknowledging,
recognizing, and kindly helping others to eliminate suffering or distress (Neff, 2003a). The
ability to treat others in this manner may be a way to enhance social support and subsequently
lead to greater cohesion. The perception that coaches provide social support and positive
feedback can predict task cohesion (Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, & Bostrom, 1996). Showing
compassion to others may be an important behaviour preceding this, as it entails recognizing that
people are suffering and trying to help them through this. Therefore, it would be worthy to study
social support as a mediator between compassion and cohesion.
Social support can be categorized into tangible (concrete), informational (advice or
guidance), esteem (relating to athlete’s competence), and emotional support (listening and
comforting; Holt & Hoar, 2006). Specifically, it may be important to study compassion for
others as related to emotional support. Although all four sources of support from teammates are
important contributors to athlete development (Freeman & Rees, 2010), emotional support has
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been found to be a crucial type of support from teammates (Corbillon, Crossman, & Jamieson,
2008; Freeman & Rees, 2010; Rosenfeld et al., 1989), while tangible support is the least
available (Corbillon et al., 2008). Jacobson (1986) found that emotional support was important
during a stressful event, but tangible support was beneficial when stress persisted over a long
term. Researchers might need to consider when it is appropriate or ideal to show compassion for
others as related to the varying types of social support. Considering the different types of social
support as mediators for the compassion-cohesion relationship may help to better understand
potential underlying mechanisms.
This section outlines that social support is valuable for athlete development, perhaps
more so from teammates. If other-compassion potentially contributes to more effective social
support, it might even lead to a domino effect since people who receive compassion are more
likely to care for and support others (Goetz et al., 2010). Other research supports this, as viewing
others behave compassionately can inspire us to do so as well (Haidt, 2013). Thus, it may be that
expressing compassion leads team members to also show compassion, consequently fostering a
cohesive environment. Ultimately, expressing compassion to other people seems related to
social support and might really influence athlete bonding via positive interpersonal functioning.
Leadership. Leadership in sport is important for outcomes such as performance
(Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001), cohesion and collective efficacy (Price & Weiss,
2011, 2013), strong interpersonal connections with teammates (Tropp & Landers, 1979), and
athlete satisfaction (Eys et al., 2007; Paradis & Loughead, 2012). This makes sense since leaders
are an important source for positive feedback and social support (Loughead & Hardy, 2005;
Vincer & Loughead, 2010), both of which may be a result of other-compassion. Specifically,
transformational leadership is a popular area of interest. Transformational leaders can shape
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higher team cohesion (Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur, & Hardy, 2009; Pillai & Williams, 2004),
and compassion is one of many traits these influential leaders possess (Bass & Raggio, 2006).
Transformational leaders are individuals concerned for their team’s collective progression
and achievements rather than his or her own success (Hoption, Phelan, & Barling, 2014). They
influence and inspire their followers by challenging them, while also having a genuine interest in
each individual’s growth (Bass & Raggio, 2006). Transformational leaders have been shown to
promote psychological and physical well-being in their followers (Hoption et al., 2014). Having
compassion for other people in leadership roles might be a key quality for shaping positive
athletic experiences within the team collective.
It has also been suggested that leaders in organizations can shape norms around
compassion within work settings (Dutton et al., 2006; Frost et al., 2006; Lilius, Worline, Dutton,
Kanov, & Maitlis, 2011). Thus, compassion toward individuals from leaders may not only
benefit those receiving it, but could create a compassionate environment that influences
followers to also care for one another. The above research provides a strong rationale to pursue
the exploration of how compassion for others in leadership roles can influence the group as a
whole, including perceptions of cohesion.
Self-compassion. Self-compassion is a valuable concept related to many positive
outcomes for both general and sport populations. It is still a relatively new and emerging area in
sport, especially with respect to how it affects the team as a whole. This was the first study, to
the researcher’s knowledge, to examine self-compassion in relationship to team cohesion.
Although no relationship was found, many other studies support the benefits of self-compassion
for group contexts. High self-compassion is related to learning from regretful experiences
(Breines & Chen, 2012; Zhang & Chen, 2016), being less sensitive to rejection (Gerber et al.,
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2015), greater acceptance of criticism (Leary et al., 2007), and better conflict resolution (Yarnell
& Neff, 2013). These benefits could be quite impactful for the productivity and overall wellbeing of sport teams. More research should explore and confirm if these previous research
findings can also translate to sport settings. Potential areas to explore as related to group
implications are also offered below.
Leadership. As previously described, effective leadership can shape positive outcomes
for athletes on a team (i.e., greater team cohesion). Self-compassion might be an essential trait
for leaders in sport settings. According to a study done by Martin and colleagues (2015),
individuals who displayed lower levels of social dominance had higher self-compassion and a
lower fear of compassion for others (i.e., not afraid to either express or receive compassion).
Social dominance measures an individual’s preference for maintaining social hierarchy. These
findings suggest that compassionate leaders care less about status, and more about the welfare of
the collective unit. Self-compassion means an individual is able to approach him or herself with
kindness and balanced awareness when difficult situations arise, as well as seeing things for what
they are without judgment. This can be adaptive for team environments because rather than
leaders being overly critical and hard on themselves, they can focus efforts toward uniting the
team together especially since they realize mistakes are part of being human. Since selfcompassion is also related to compromising during conflict (Yarnell & Neff, 2013) and higher
relational well-being (i.e., being authentic, being open to others’ opinions; Neff & Beretvas,
2013), self-compassionate leaders may be crucial for shaping a positive group environment for
athletes.
Role acceptance. Role acceptance is defined as the degree to which an athlete is willing
to fulfill the responsibilities expected of him or her (Benson, Eys, Surya, Dawson, & Schneider,
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2013). Self-compassion could potentially be important for role acceptance in athletes, especially
in the face of unfavourable circumstances. In their qualitative study, Benson and colleagues
interviewed athletes and discovered factors related to accepting one’s role on a team. Failing to
accept roles was related to negative outcomes such as potentially causing team conflict, whereas
role acceptance seemed to be important for team success. Athletes expressed that having a more
cohesive team and being satisfied with their role made it easier to accept. Although they often
had to fulfill a role that was undesirable to them, they understood it was best for the team
sometimes. Thus, it appears the acceptance or rejection of roles within a sport team can
positively or negatively impact the group as a whole.
It would be interesting to see how athletes’ self-compassion levels relate to role
acceptance. Since self-compassionate individuals see themselves realistically (Leary et al., 2007)
and their self-worth is not contingent on social approval (Neff, 2003a), this may help them
realize why they are assigned their respective roles as well as more readily accept undesirable
roles (i.e., benchwarmers, second-string players, etc.). High self-compassion could potentially
increase the likelihood of role acceptance. It should be noted that role perceptions on sport teams
are more complex and entail other cognitions (i.e., role ambiguity, role conflict, role efficacy,
etc.; Eys, Schinke, Surya, & Benson, 2014) that could contribute to or be influenced by selfcompassion.

79

COMPASSION IN ATHLETES
Conclusion
The objective of this exploratory study sought to understand how compassion for

teammates and self-compassion related to team cohesion. Athletes’ self-reported compassion for
their teammates was positively related to increased team cohesion, while self-compassion had no
relationship.
Sex differences were also explored. Previous research shows women are more likely to be
compassionate to other people, but men tend to be more compassionate to themselves. The
current study confirmed women do have higher compassion for others, though no differences
emerged for self-compassion. Interestingly, the relationship between compassion for teammates
and cohesion only seemed to be present for male athletes. The compassion that males showed
their teammates was important in determining perceptions of the closeness, similarity, and
bonding of the group, for both social relationships and the team’s task pursuits.
This is an exciting and promising discovery, as compassion for others has been less
explored in a sport context. However, these findings do support compassion research outside of
sport. The compassion that athletes show for others may have a host of benefits that contribute to
optimal development and positive experiences in sport settings. This research demonstrates that
athletes showing compassion to their teammates influences group cohesion.
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Appendix A: Demographic Questionnaire

Birthdate (Month/Year):___________________________
Sport:___________________________
University:___________________________
Position:__________________
sport:______________

Sex:____________

Number of years playing experience in this

Number of years as a member of this team (including the current year):________________
Number of games you personally have played in this current season (including exhibition and
regular schedule) up to this point:____________

Please indicate which of the following best describes your current playing status this year:
Starting Player
Do not typically start but consistently substituted in to play
Do not typically compete in matches but dressed to play
Practice player/Red-Shirt

Are you a captain or assistant captain of this team?

YES

NO
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Appendix B: Compassion Scale
HOW I TYPICALLY ACT TOWARDS AND VIEW MY TEAMMATES
Please read each statement carefully before answering. Under each item, indicate how often you
behave or agree with the statement.
1. When teammates cry in front of me, I don’t feel anything at all.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

2. When teammates talk about their problems, I feel like I don’t care.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

3. I don’t feel emotionally connected to teammates in pain.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

4. I pay careful attention when teammates talk to me.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

5. I feel detached from teammates when they tell me their tales of woe.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

6. If I see a teammate going through a difficult time, I try to be caring toward that person.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

7. I tune out when teammates tell me about their troubles.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5
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8. I like to be there for teammates in times of difficulty.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

9. I notice when teammates are upset, even if they don’t say anything.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

10. When I see a teammate feeling down, I feel like I can’t relate to them.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

11. Everyone feels down. It is part of being human.
Completely
Disagree
1

Completely
Agree
2

3

4

5

12. I am cold to teammates when they are down and out.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

13. I listen patiently when teammates tell me their problems.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

14. I don’t concern myself with other teammates’ problems.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

103

COMPASSION IN ATHLETES
15. It’s important to recognize that all people have weaknesses and no one’s perfect.
Completely
Disagree
1

Completely
Agree
2

3

4

5

16. My heart goes out to teammates who are unhappy.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

17. Despite my differences with others, I know that everyone feels pain just like me.
Completely
Disagree
1

Completely
Agree
2

3

4

5

18. When teammates are feeling troubled, I let someone else attend to them.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

19. I don’t think about the concerns of teammates.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

20. Suffering is just a part of the common human experience.
Completely
Disagree
1

Completely
Agree
2

3

4

5

21. When teammates tell me about their problems, I try to keep a balanced perspective on the
situation.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5
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22. I can’t connect with teammates when they’re suffering.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

23. I try to avoid teammates who are experiencing a lot of pain.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

4

5

24. When teammates feel sadness, I try to comfort them.
Almost
Never

Almost
Always
1

2

3

CS Coding Key:
Kindness Items: 6, 8, 16, & 24
Indifference Items: 2, 12, 14, & 18 (Reversed Scored)
Common Humanity Items: 11, 15, 17, & 20
Separation Items: 3, 5, 10, & 22 (Reversed Scored)
Mindfulness Items: 4, 9, 13, & 21
Disengagement Items: 1, 7, 19, & 23 (Reverse Scored)

4

5
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Appendix C: Self-Compassion Scale

HOW I TYPICALLY ACT TOWARDS MYSELF IN DIFFICULT TIMES IN SPORT
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, indicate how
often you behave in the stated manner, using the following scale:
Almost
Never
1

Almost
Always
2

3

4

5

_____ 1. I’m disapproving and judgmental about my own flaws and inadequacies in sport.
_____ 2. When I’m feeling down in sport, I tend to obsess and fixate on everything that’s wrong.
_____ 3. When things are going badly for me in sport, I see the difficulties as part of life that
everyone goes through.
_____ 4. When I think about my inadequacies in sport, it tends to make me feel more separate
and cut off from the rest of the world.
_____ 5. I try to be loving towards myself when I’m feeling emotional pain in sport.
_____ 6. When I fail at something important to me in sport, I become consumed by feelings of
inadequacy.
_____ 7. When I'm down and out in sport, I remind myself that there are lots of other people in
the world feeling like I am.
_____ 8. When times are really difficult in sport, I tend to be tough on myself.
_____ 9. When something upsets me in sport, I try to keep my emotions in balance.
_____ 10. When I feel inadequate in some way in sport, I try to remind myself that feelings of
inadequacy are shared by most people.
_____ 11. I’m intolerant and impatient towards those aspects of my personality in sport I don't
like.
_____ 12. When I’m going through a very hard time in sport, I give myself the caring and
tenderness I need.
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_____ 13. When I’m feeling down in sport, I tend to feel like most other people are probably
happier than I am.
_____ 14. When something painful happens in sport, I try to take a balanced view of the
situation.
_____ 15. I try to see my failings in sport as part of the human condition.
_____ 16. When I see aspects of myself that I don’t like in sport, I get down on myself.
_____ 17. When I fail at something important to me in sport, I try to keep things in perspective.
_____ 18. When I’m really struggling in sport, I tend to feel like other people must be having an
easier time of it.
_____ 19. I’m kind to myself when I’m experiencing suffering in sport.
_____ 20. When something upsets me in sport, I get carried away with my feelings.
_____ 21. I can be a bit cold-hearted towards myself when I'm experiencing suffering in sport.
_____ 22. When I'm feeling down in sport, I try to approach my feelings with curiosity and
openness.
_____ 23. I’m tolerant of my own flaws and inadequacies in sport.
_____ 24. When something painful happens in sport, I tend to blow the incident out of
proportion.
_____ 25. When I fail at something that's important to me in sport, I tend to feel alone in my
failure.
_____ 26. I try to be understanding and patient towards those aspects of my personality in sport,
I don't like.
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SCS Coding Key:
Self- Kindness Items: 5, 12, 19, 23, 26
Self-Judgment Items: 1, 8, 11, 16, 21 (Reversed Scored)
Common Humanity Items: 3, 7, 10, 15
Isolation Items: 4, 13, 18, 25 (Reversed Scored)
Mindfulness Items: 9, 14, 17, 22
Over-Identified Items: 2, 6, 20, 24 (Reverse Scored)
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Appendix D: Group Environment Questionnaire

The following questions are designed to assess your feelings about YOUR PERSONAL
INVOLVEMENT with this team. Please CIRCLE a number from 1 to 9 to indicate your level of
agreement with each of the statements.

1.

I enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

2.

Strongly Agree

I’m happy with the amount of playing time I get.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

3.

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

9
Strongly Agree

I’m happy with my team’s level of desire to win.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

5.

9

I am going to miss the members of this team when the season ends.
1

4.

9

9
Strongly Agree

Some of my best friends are on this team.
1

2

Strongly Disagree

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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6.

This team gives me enough opportunities to improve my personal performance.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

7.

Strongly Agree

I enjoy team parties more than other parties.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

8.

9
Strongly Agree

I like the style of play on this team.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

9.

9

9
Strongly Agree

For me, this team is one of the most important social groups to which I belong.
1

2

Strongly Disagree

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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The following questions are designed to assess your feelings about YOUR TEAM AS A
WHOLE. Please CIRCLE a number from 10 to 18 to indicate your level of agreement with each
of the statements.
10.

Our team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

11.

Strongly Agree

Members of our team would rather go out together than go out on their own
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

12.

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

9
Strongly Agree

Our team members have consistent aspirations for the team’s performance
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

15.

9

Our team members often party together.
1

14.

9

We all take responsibility for any loss or poor performance by our team.
1

13.

9

9
Strongly Agree

Our team would like to spend time together in the off season.
1

2

Strongly Disagree

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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16.
If members of our team have problems in practice, everyone wants to help
them so we can get back together again.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

17.

9
Strongly Agree

Members of our team stick together outside of practices and games.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Disagree

GEQ Coding Key:
Individual Attraction to the Group- Social (ATG-S): 1, 3, 5, 7, 9
Individual Attraction to the Group- Task (ATG-T): 2, 4, 6, 8
Group Integration- Social (GI-S): 11, 13, 15, 17
Group Integration- Task (GI-T): 10, 12, 14, 16, 18

8

9
Strongly Agree
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Appendix E: REB Approval
September 05, 2017
Dear Theo Chu
REB # 5431 Project, "Compassion for others and self-compassion in athletes"
REB Clearance Issued:September 05, 2017
REB Expiry / End Date: August 31, 2018

The Research Ethics Board of Wilfrid Laurier University has reviewed the above proposal and
determined that the proposal is ethically sound. If the research plan and methods should change in a way
that may bring into question the project's adherence to acceptable ethical norms, please submit a "Request
for Ethics Clearance of a Revision or Modification" form for approval before the changes are put into
place. This form can also be used to extend protocols past their expiry date, except in cases where the
project is more than four years old. Those projects require a new REB application. Please note that you
are responsible for obtaining any further approvals that might be required to complete your
project. Laurier REB approval will automatically expire when one's employment ends at Laurier. If
any participants in your research project have a negative experience (either physical, psychological or
emotional) you are required to submit an "Adverse Events Form" within 24 hours of the event. You
must complete the online "Annual/Final Progress Report on Human Research Projects" form annually and
upon completion of the project. ROMEO will automatically keeps track of these annual reports for you.
When you have a report due within 30 days (and/or an overdue report) it will be listed under the 'My
Reminders' quick link on your ROMEO home screen; the number in brackets next to 'My Reminders' will
tell you how many reports need to be submitted. Protocols with overdue annual reports will be marked as
expired. Further the REB has been requested to notify Research Finance when an REB protocol, tied to
a funding account has been marked as expired. In such cases Research Finance will immediately freeze
funding tied to this account.

All the best for the successful completion of your project. (Useful links: ROMEO Login
Screen ; ROMEO Quick Reference Guide ; REB webpage)

Yours sincerely,

Robert Basso, PhD Chair, University Research Ethics Board Wilfrid Laurier University
Rosemary
A. McGowan, PhD Vice-Chair, University Research Ethics Board Wilfrid Laurier University
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Appendix F: Letter of Information

Wilfrid Laurier University

Founded 1911

Compassion for others and self-compassion in athletes
Principal Investigator

Supervisor

Theo Chu, M.Kin Student
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education

Dr. Mark Eys, Professor, Ph.D.
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education
Department of Psychology

Wilfrid Laurier University
Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5
E: chux5450@mylaurier.ca
(519) 884-0710 ext. 3619

Wilfrid Laurier University
Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5
E: meys@wlu.ca
(519) 884-0710 ext. 4157

Letter of Information
Hello,
My name is Theo Chu and I am a Master of Kinesiology student at Wilfrid Laurier
University. I am conducting research that is looking at compassion in athletes. The purpose of
this study is to examine how a team’s group cohesion is related to compassion for others
and self-compassion in athletes. I am reaching out to athletes who are interested in participating
in my research study. I am looking to recruit 170 university varsity athletes from various sports
to complete surveys based on their sport experiences.
Study Procedure
Your participation would involve filling out questionnaires about your perceptions of group
cohesion, compassion for teammates, and self-compassion. This will take approximately 15-20
minutes of your time at two different time points (beginning and end of the season; total 30-40
minutes).
Risks
There are minimal risks for participants of this study. While filling out questionnaires you may
experience psychological or emotional uneasiness, boredom, or regret from disclosing personal
information. Also, the time used to fill out questionnaires may interfere with your personal time.
There are no anticipated physical risks.
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Benefits
Broadly, athletes who participate in this research will help contribute to the understanding of
group dynamics in sport psychology. Specifically, your involvement will help researchers
understand how group cohesion relates to compassion for others and self-compassion. Finally,
participation in this study may increase your awareness of your team’s group cohesion,
compassion for others, and self-compassion.
Confidentiality
Your responses and personal information will be kept confidential. Theo Chu will handle raw
data, where completed questionnaires will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in a locked office
and electronic data will be stored on a password-protected computer. All data will be removed
and destroyed in August 2023. Results will be communicated as a whole and no individual
information or results will be disclosed.
Freedom to Withdraw
Participation is voluntary and you can decline without negative consequences. Furthermore, once
you have decided to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any point. You also have
the right to omit or skip any questions you do not feeling comfortable answering. If you
withdraw from the study, all attempts will be made to remove and destroy your data from the
study. Your coach will not know whether you participate or not.
Contact
Any questions about the study can be directed to the researcher, Theo Chu, or Dr. Mark Eys.
Contact information can be found at the beginning of this letter. If you experience any adverse
effects from participation in this study, Laurier Counselling Services via the Student Wellness
Centre can be contacted on the 2nd floor of the student services building or via (519) 884-0710
ext. 3146 or email (wellness@wlu.ca). There is no compensation for participating in this study.
The study’s results may be communicated via journal publications or at academic conferences.

Many thanks for your time,

Theo Chu, M.Kin Student
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Appendix G: Informed Consent Form

Wilfrid Laurier University

Founded 1911

Compassion for others and self-compassion in athletes
Informed Consent Form
Principal Investigator

Supervisor

Theo Chu, M.Kin Student
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education

Dr. Mark Eys, Professor, Ph.D.
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education
Department of Psychology

Wilfrid Laurier University
Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5
E: chux5450@mylaurier.ca
(519) 884-0710 ext. 3619

Wilfrid Laurier University
Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5
E: meys@wlu.ca
(519) 884-0710 ext. 4157

Study Information
You are invited to participate in the current research study conducted by Theo Chu (Master of
Kinesiology student) with the supervision of Dr. Mark Eys. The purpose of this study is to
examine how a team’s group cohesion is related to compassion for others and selfcompassion in athletes. Your participation would involve reading and completing this letter of
informed consent, filling out questionnaires about your perceptions of group cohesion,
compassion for teammates, and self-compassion, as well as filling out demographic information).
This will take approximately 15-20 minutes of your time at two different time points (beginning
and end of the season; total 30-40 minutes).
Risks
There are minimal risks for participants of this study. While filling out questionnaires you may
experience psychological or emotional uneasiness, boredom, or regret from disclosing personal
information. Also, the time used to fill out questionnaires may interfere with your personal time.
There are no anticipated physical risks.
Benefits
Broadly, athletes who participate in this research will help contribute to the understanding of
group dynamics in sport psychology. Specifically, your involvement will help researchers
understand how group cohesion relates to compassion for others and self-compassion. Finally,
participation in this study may increase your awareness of your team’s group cohesion,
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compassion for others, and self-compassion. Final results can be shared with you if you choose
to provide your contact information (details found below).
Confidentiality
Your responses and personal information will be kept confidential. Theo Chu and Mark Eys will
have access to all data. Collected data and identifying information will be stored on a passwordprotected computer, as well as hard-copy completed questionnaires, demographic information,
and consent forms will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in Mark Eys’ Group Dynamics and
Physical Activity Laboratory (NC-120) at Wilfrid Laurier University. All information (electronic
data and hard-copy files) will be deleted or disposed of by August 30, 2023 by Theo Chu.
Results will be communicated as a whole and no individual information or results will be
disclosed.
Freedom to Withdraw
Participation is completely voluntary and you can decline without negative consequences.
Furthermore, once you have decided to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any
point. You also have the right to omit or skip any questions you do not feeling comfortable
answering. If you withdraw from the study, all attempts will be made to remove and destroy your
data from the study. Your coach will not know whether you participate or not.
Contact
Any questions about the study can be directed to the researcher, Theo Chu, or Dr. Mark Eys.
Contact information can be found at the beginning of this letter. If you experience any adverse
effects from participation in this study, Laurier Counselling Services via the Student Wellness
Centre can be contacted on the 2nd floor of the student services building or via (519) 884-0710
ext. 3146 or email (wellness@wlu.ca). There is no compensation for participating in this study.
The study’s results may be communicated via journal publications or at academic conferences.
This project has been reviewed and approved by the university research ethics board (REB
#5431). If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your
rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may
contact Dr. Robert Basso, Chair, University Ethics Board, Wilfrid Laurier University, (519) 8840710, extension 4994 or rbasso@wlu.ca.

CONSENT
“I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree
to participate in this study.”
Participant’s Signature______________________________________ Date_________________
Investigator’s Signature_____________________________________ Date_________________
If you would like to receive the results of the study upon completion, please provide your email address
below:
_____________________________________________________________________________

